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Abstract

This research identified the psychological types of government and private
industry contract negotiators and determined whether their preference for using
negotiation tactics and strategies were correlated with their respective psychological
types. A survey consisting of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and a
questionnaire concerning use of common negotiation tactics and strategies was mailed to
2,000 contracting professionals of the National Contract Management Association
(NCMA). During May and June 1992, 627 usable surveys were received. The MBTI
results were paired with the responses to the negotiation tactics and strategies question-
naire. These results were analyzed on a microcomputer using the Dbase [V, Excel, and
Statistix software packages to conduct mean, standard deviation, median, chi-square, and
comparison of means with test of hypothesis (Z-test). Analysis of the data concludes that
industry negotiators use tactics and strategies more frequently than government
negotiators. Statistically significant differences were noted between industry and
government negotiators on 20 out of 33 tactics and five out of eleven strategies.
Statistically significant differences were also noted between personality functional type
groupings and industry and government negotiators. The largest number of differences

in this area were noted in the Introversion, Sensing, Thinking, and Perception groups.




EXAMINATION OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TYPE AND
PREFERRED NEGOTIATION TACTICS AND STRATEGIES
OF CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS

General Issue

The negotiation of contracts awarded by the United States Government is an area
ripe with mis-perceptions on the part of the American public as to the quality and
qualifications of government procurement officials. Federal negotiators are viewed by
the public as being at a competitive disadvantage to their contractor counterparts because,
if for no other reason, of a lack of experience and training. Indeed, one study indicates
that federal contract negotiators are not as well educated or as well trained in the
procurement field as their industry counterparts (Mavroules & Welch,1991). A 1986
study by Peterson reported that 34% of Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) contract
negotiators did not possess a bachelor's degree (Peterson,1986:30). Catlin and Faenza
reported in their 1985 study that 10% of the contract negotiators in the Air Force
Systems Command (AFSC - the organization charged with the responsibility for
development and acquisition of major weapon systems for the Air Force) did not have a
bachelor's degree (Catlin & Faenza, 1985:38). Catlin & Faenza also reported that 69% of
the AFSC negotiators had attended a workshop in negotiations, although the length and

content of the workshop(s) were not defined (Catlin & Faenza, 1985:39).




Formal education and training aside, it is difficult for the government to attract
professionals with the required educational and experiential qualifications because of the
ability of civilian firms to pay salaries with which the government cannot compete. This

was confirmed by the findings of the Packard Commission in 1986:

The defense acquisition workforce mingles civilian and military
expertise in numerous disciplines for management and staffing of
the world's largest procurement organization. Each year billions of
dollars are spent more or less efficiently, based on the competence
and experience of these personnel. Yet compared to its industry
counterparts, this workforce is undertrained, underpaid, and
inexperienced. Whatever changes may be made, it is vitally
important to enhance the quality of the defense acquisition
workforce -- both by attracting qualified new personnel and by
improving the training and motivation of current personnel.

- Packard Commission Report
(Cheney, 1989:27)

One means by which government negotiators might level the playing field with
their better-trained and more experienced industry counterparts, is by the understanding
and proper utilization of contract negotiation tactics and strategies. A negotiation tactic,
for the purposes of this research, is defined as any specific action, word, or gesture
designed to achieve both an immediate objective (such as countering an action by the
other negotiating party), and the ultimate objective of a particular strategy. A
negotiation strategy, on the other hand, is defined as an organized plan or approach to
negotiations from an overall perspective which may be comprised of one or more
negotiation tactic (Catlin & Faenza, 1985:7).

The use of negotiation strategies and negotiation tactics is the focus of many
books and research studies on the subject of negotiation (Karrass; Nierenberg; Woolf;

Fisher, Ury & Patton;Cross). For the most part, the authors all agree that the effective




and proper use of negotiation strategies and tactics is vital to gain a satisfactory outcome
from the negotiation. In one study, however, Horton concluded that Air Force
negotiators in particular do not place much emphasis on negotiation strategies and
tactics, considering them to be less than effective in negotiating with contractors
(Horton, 1987:98). This lack of emphasis on the use of strategies and tactics conflicts
with conventional wisdom, and is worth investigating because of the billions of taxpayer
dollars spent by the federal government. The Horton study contradicts the conclusion
reached by Catlin & Faenza, which found that Air Force Systems Command Negotiators
were more likely to use a particular strategy and/or tactic (Catlin & Faenza,1985: 89-90).
While the Horton study placed little value on the use of strategy or tactics by government
negotiators, other researchers found a high degree of agreement among contract
negotiators in the Air Force Systems Command (Catlin & Faenza), and Air Force
Logistics Command (Peterson), respectively as to the positive value of using a particular
strategy and associated tactics (Catlin & Faenza; Peterson).

One concern of recent research efforts has focused on personality type and the
preference of contracting professionals for particular negotiation tactics and/or strategies.
Major Charan Johnstone (1986) studied the relationship of psychological type as
measured by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTTI) to preferred negotiation strategies
and tactics of Air Force negotiators. The MBTI is a self-reported survey instrument that
indicates a person's preferences, and is a validated, widely-accepted instrument for
psychological testing. While Johnstone was not able to correlate the two variables, she
did offer the possibility that the lack of win-win choices on the survey questionnaire
might have led to the lack of correlation. She also identified the phenomena that the
contracting career field was not representative of the general population relating to

personality type, and the preponderance of a certain personality type might lead to the




lack of correlation between type and preferred strategies and tactics (Johnstone,
1986:118).

Determining psychological type for both government and industry negotiators,
and the relationship to negotiation tactics and strategies may offer the government the
capability of identifying desirous traits for recruiting and training contract negotiators.
Results of this study also may lead to better understanding by both parties as to the

methods of each participant in government-industry negotiations.

tat t

The significant problem is that the information available to researchers today is
inconclusive as to the level of use by contract negotiators of negotiation tactics and
strategies. Also, while there have been numerous studies addressing government
negotiators, there has been little research that has investigated contract negotiators in the
private sector. There has also been little or no research done comparing the tactics and
strategies used by government and industry negotiators. Finally, there has been only one
study comparing personality type to negotiation tactics and strategies, and that study was
inconclusive. Therefore, this research is intended to fill the gaps of knowledge in the
contracting profession, and investigate the use of tactics and strategies by both
government and industry negotiators, compare the two populations to one another, and
determine if a relationship exists between use of particular negotiation tactics or

strategies.

R h Obieti
The purpose of this research is to determine

A) what negotiation tactics and strategies are used, and how often;




B) the relationship between government contract negotiators and industry
negotiators in terms of what tactics and strategies are used by each group, and

how often,;

C) if government contract negotiators, as a population, differ from their industry

counterparts in terms of psychological composition; and

D) the relationship, if one exists, between psychological type and the level of
use of certain negotiation tactics and/or strategies for both government and

industry negotiators.

Research Questions

The research objective will be addressed via the following research questions,
which are derived from Johnstone's previous study. While the researchers realize that
strategies and tactics are separate issues, in the interest of brevity they are combined for

the purposes of analyzing the research information:

1. What negotiation tactics and strategies are most frequently used by contract

negotiators?

2. Is there a difference in negotiation tactics and strategies used by government

and industry negotiators?

Ho: There is no statistically significant difference between government and

industry contract negotiators.




Ha: There is a statistically significant difference between government and
industry contract negotiators.

3. What is the personality type composition of contract negotiators?

Ho: There is no statistically significant difference in psychological type

between contract negotiators and the general population.

Ha: There is a statistically significant difference in psychological type

between contract negotiators and the general population.

4, Is there a negotiation tactic or strategy that relates to a particular personality

type among contract negotiators?

Ho: There is no tactic or strategy that relates statistically to a particular

personality type among contract negotiators.

Ha: There is one or more tactic or strategy that relates statistically to a

particular personality type among contract negotiators.

5. Is there a difference in negotiation tactics or strategies relating to personality

type between government and industry negotiators?

Ho: There is no statistically significant difference between government and

industry contract negotiators.




Ha: There is a statistically significant difference between government and

industry contract negotiators.

These questions will be answered by conducting a survey of a random sample of
the over 23,500 members of the National Contract Management Associatfon (NCMA).
The NCMA membership is composed of both government and industry contracting
professionals from throughout the United States. The survey consists of two elements :
1) the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), used to determine psychological profiles of
the sample participants, and a questionnaire designed to gather information on
negotiation strategy and tactics and certain demographic data. The results of the survey
will be statistically analyzed to determine 1) what negotiation tactics and/or strategies are
used by contract professionals, 2) the personality types of contract negotiators, and 3) if
relationships exist between personality type and negotiation strategies and tactics, as

well as between government and industry negotiators.

Assumptions
The questionnaire used to identify negotiation strategies and tactics was assumed
to be valid. Various forms of this survey have been used and validated by previous
researchers in determining preference for a particular negotiation tactic and/or strategy.
It is assumed that respondents answered truthfully to the questions of the
questionnaire. Statistical probability will account for any "randomness” in the event a
respondent provides false or misleading answers. The Central Limit Theorem states

that:

If a random sample of n observations is taken from a population (any
population), then, when n is sufficiently large, the sampling
distribution of (x-bar) will be approximately a normal distribution.




The larger the sample size, n, the better will be the approximation to
the sampling distribution of (x-bar). (McClave & Benson:289)

The MBTI was assumed to provide accurate self-reported data. The validity of

this questionnaire has been established by previous studies in the social sciences areas.

itati

One limitation of this research is that it may not be possible to generalize from
the sample ftan_zd to the general population of contract negotiators as a whole. Because
the sample frame is that of the membership of the National Contract Management
Association (NCMA), one cannot state that all contract negotiators are represented by
members of the NCMA. The researchers will refer to the sample population as contract
negotiators, but it should be understood that the sample population is actually contract
negotiators who are members of the NCMA, which is not all-inclusive of contract

negotiators as an identifiable segment.

Summary

This chapter has provided a general discussion of the research problem,
background on the issue, and presented the research questions that will be answered to
provide the data necessary to fulfill the research objective. Chapter 2 will present a

discussion of the relevant research.




11, Literature Review

Qverview

This chapter presents a review of current literature on the topics of negotiation
tactics and strategies, and personality type. The first section will first introduce ar.nd
discuss the topic of negotiation tactics and strategies. The next section will discuss the
theory of psychological type which was developed by the noted psychologist Carl G.
Jung in the early 1900's. Additional discussion will center on the operationalization of
Jung's theory by another team of noted psychologists, Katherine Briggs and Isabel Briggs
Myers. After psychological types have been discussed, a section discussing previous
rescarch that combined certain aspects of both negotiation tactics and strategies along
with psychological types will be presented. The chapter concludes with a summary of

the relevant literature presented.

Negotiation Tactics and Stratesi

To establish a common ground of understanding, the following definitions are

presented.

Tactic (Technique) is any specific action, words or gestures designed to
achieve both an immediate objective (such as countering an action by the
other negotiating party) and the ultimate objective of a particular strategy.
(Catlin and Faenza, 1985:99)

Strategy is an organized plan or approach to negotiations from an overall
perspective which may be comprised of one or more than one tactic.
(Catlin and Faenza, 1985:99)

A Win/Lose negotiation outcome takes place when one side does
significantly better than the other side and "wins," while the party that
does poorly "loses." The win/lose outcome is characterized in the
framework where one side must lose in orderfor the other side to win.




This type of negotiation tends to be highly competitive with a large degree
of mistrust on both sides. (Liebhaber, 1990: 1-2)

A Lose/Lose negotiation outcome takes place when both sides deadlock.
A permanent impasse occurs when neither side will budge and final
agreement cannot be obtained. Both parties had a stake in a successful
outcome of the bargaining session or else they would not have been
negotiating in the first place. Consequently, both sides usually suffer a
considerable loss when deadlock occurs. (Liebhaber, 1990:1-3)

A Win/Win negotiation outcome takes place when both sides win and
achieve long term satisfaction. Each side has a vested interest in
satisfying the long term goals of the other side. Short term advantage
achieved by wringing out every last concession is not as important as
securing a good, long lasting business relationship. (Liebhaber, 1990:1-3)

While the terms tactic and strategy have their own separate definitions, in reality it is
difficult to distinguish whether a certain action is a tactic or part of a strategy
(Nierenberg 1986:154).

Importance of Negotiation Tactics and Strategies, The one common theme that is

prevalent in all the literature concerning negotiation is the importance of tactics and
strategies in negotiations. As a result, each formal writing usually contains a minimum
of one and many times several chapters on the topic of negotiation tactics and strategies.
For example, Chester L. Karrass devotes an entire book, entitled Give and Take, to the
detailed explanation of the use and importance of two hundred negotiation tactics and
strategies (See Appendix A for a list and definitions of negotiation tactics and strategies
used in this research). Karrass also stresses the importance of both offensive and
defensive strategies in successful negotiations (Karrass, 1974).

George Fuller, author of The Negotiators Handbook, had this to say about the

importance of negotiation tactics and strategies:

10




Negotiators use a number of different approaches to achieve their goals.
Knowing how to both use and cope with these strategies is essential for
success at the bargaining table. Of course, proper preparation is the
starting point, and achieving your negotiation objective is the ultimate
destination. However, the tools for getting there consist of the strategies
employed at the bargaining table. And while the wrong strategy can
hamper your progress, using the right tactics can speed things along to a
successful outcome. (Fuller, 1991:86)

Another example of an author stressing the point that the use of tactics and
strategies is vital in negotiations is provided by a quote from Negotiating To Win, by

Peter Economy.

Tactics and strategies are an integral part of the long history of
negotiation. Whether you choose to use certain techniques or not, you
should, at the very least, be familiar with the more prevalent ones. This
way you will be prepared to counter their use and better defend your
positions. When you negotiate for a living, you need to have every
possible tool at your disposal to use in your transactions. (Economy,
1991:179)

Discussion of Negotiation Tactics and Strategies. While it is apparent that the
preponderance of the literature emphasizes the importance of using negotiation tactics
and strategies, most authors identify and display a list of tactics and strategies without
much guidance on when or how to effectively use strategies (Karrass, Economy, Woolf
and others). One reason for this appears to be the complex and varied nature of each
negotiation (Fuller,1991: v). As noted by Steele, Murphy, and Russill,

No general rules can be laid down about tactics. Each negotiation must be

considered separately before you decide which tactics are appropriate. It

is equally essential to consider the personalities and approaches of the

other party or parties to the negotiation. A particular tactic will work

better on some people than on others. The same tactics will also work

differently on the same person in different circumstances or at different
times. (Steele, Murphy & Russill, 1989:94)

11




In spite of the complexity of each negotiation, Gerard I. Nierenberg offers a
theory on the effective use of negotiation tactics and strategies in his book The Coniplete
Negotiator. Nierenberg quite simply calls the two main components of his theory

"When" strategy and "How and Where" strategy (Nierenberg, 1986:155).

"When" strategy essentially involves a proper sense of timing. It is easier
to use in a negotiation when a new element enters the picture rather than
when all elements are static. But properly applied, it can change a static
situation into a dynamic one. "How and Where" strategy involves the
method of application and the area of application. Often it is
advantageous to use two or more strategic approaches in the same
negotiation. The more familiar you become with various strategic
techniques, the better the chance of success in negotiating.
(Nierenberg,1986:155)

The "When" and "How and Where" strategies presented by Nierenberg represent
the traditional views of the use of "Win-Lose' negotiation tactics and strategies that were
prevalent in the nineteen sixties through the mid nineteen eighties. Additional discussion
of 'Win-Lose' tactics and strategies will be noted in the final section of this chapter.

The concept of the Win/Win strategy appears to be the negotiating strategy of the
late nineteen eighties through the present time. Prior to the mid eighties, many
negotiations were adversarial contests that ended in either a win/lose outcome or in some
cases, lose/lose situations for both parties (Ballou, 1991:4). Dr. Paul Ballou notes the

following about these relationships,

A win/lose approach to government contract negotiations has
developed over the last several years between industry and government
contract negotiators. Certain power negotiation techniques that have come
into wide use have resulted in delays, damaged relationships, and unwise
agreements. Competi:ive negotiators are using such techniques as
deliberate deception, abusive physical environment, and psychological
warfare to maximize their position at the expense of a long-term
relationship.

A better way to conduct government contract negotiation is to
integrate the needs of both parties so as to maintain a long-term
relationship. The win/win approach to negotiations is built on such

12




concepts as both industry and government negotiators beginning by
communicating their interests, needs and objectives; understanding the
other's point of view; disregarding the idea of winning; and gaining a
sense of mutual satisfaction with the results. Cooperative negotiation
techniques such as patience, persistence, and assertive communication can
facilitate problem solving and mutual trust between the parties. (Ballou,
1991:4)

Drs. Ross Reck and Brian Long, in their book, The Win-Win Negotiator,
claborate in great detail on the concept and process of the win/win negotiation strategy
that was noted in Dr. Ballou's article. Reck and Long set the stage for the Win/Win
strategy by stating that "the first thing you have to realize about negotiating is that it is
not a game. The problem with games is that while they produce winners, they also
produce losers” (Reck and Long, 1987:11).

An analysis of the "Win-Win' philosophy is a topic for another discussion.
However, it is important that the reader be familiar with the process of "Win-Win'
negotiating, in order to completely understand the dynamics of a complex process. The
'Win-Win' negotiation process focuses attention on a solution to the 'problem’, with the
problem identified as whatever issue is at hand. Emphasis is placed on planning,
establishing long-term, trusting relationships with your negotiation 'partner’, coming to
an agreement that is fair and equitable to both parties, and finally recognizing that the
negotiation does not end when both parties leave the negotiation table, but must be
maintained and nurtured (Reck & Long, 1987;25-79). The authors conclude their book
by stating that

the biggest mistake most negotiators make is that they approach each
negotiation as if it were a singular event instead of a continuous process.
For whatever the reason, these people believe that a negotiation starts
when they make eye contact with the person they are going to negotiate
with and ends when they shake hands after they've reached an agreement.
Most negotiators concentrate the bulk of their efforts on the Agreement
Formation step of the process and spend relatively little effort on the
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Planning, Relationship Development, and Maintenance steps. Most
people don't realize there are four necessary steps to the negotiation
process. As a result, they can't realize that each prior step in the process
must be done properly if the next step is to have a chance of being
successful. Furthermore, since they don't understand that the negotiation
process is continuous, they don't realize that their conduct after the
agreement is reached determines the level of performance they receive and
lays the groundwork for the planning step the next time around. (Reck and
Long, 1987:86)

Preferred Negotiation Tactics and Sizategies, Catlin and Faenza identified from a

list of given alternatives the five most preferred negotiation strategies and the top ten
tactics favored by 278 U.S. Air Force contract negotiators at four separate Air Force
Systems Command (AFSC) buying divisions (Catlin and Faenza, 1985:vii). Due to the
exploratory nature of their research, Catlin and Faenza could not explain why the
respondents answered the way they did. Catlin & Faenza's definitions of negotiation
tactics and strategies reflect those of the literature surveyed (Catlin and Faenza, 1985:7).
The U.S. Air Force negotiators from AFSC selecied the following strategies, in rank
order of prcference, from a possible ten choices:

1. Bottom line -- Negotiating on a total cost or price basis versus an item-

by-item basis.

2. Statistics -- Using learning curves, trend analysis, or historical records

as the primary support for the negotiation position.

3. Participation or involvement - Designing the team composition to

narrow or broaden the areas of negotiation, such as the use of experts.

4. Combination or the big pot - Introducing many issues at one time,

using "throw-away" points to get major concessions.

5. Step-by-step —Presenting a series of acceptable minor points to obtain

a major concession; also used to counter the bottom line offer. (Catlin and
Faenza, 1985:46)

These same negotiators identified their top ten preferences for negotiation tactics
from 33 possible choices as: Ask for lots of data, Belabor fair and reasonable, Split the

difference offers, Allow face-saving exits, Off-the-record discussion. Call frequent
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caucuses, Low-ball offers, Refer to your side’s generosity, Escalate to opponent's boss,
Escalate to your boss (Catlin and Faenza, 1985:41).

In 1986, a second study on negotiation tactics and strategies was conducted by
Peterson. Peterson's research was a direct follow on effort to the research performed by
Catlin and Faenza the year before. The difference between the two research studies was
that instead of surveying AFSC cor.itract negotiators as Catlin and Faenza had, Peterson
surveyed Air Force Logistics Cornmand (AFLC) contract negotiators. The ninety-two
responses from the AFLC contract negotiators were similar to their AFSC counterparts
and showed a preference for the following negotiation strategies in rank order as:
Statistics, Participation, Step-by-step, Bottom line, and Combination (Peterson,
1986:43).

Peterson asked the participants to rank order their five most preferred negotiation
tactics from the list of 33 possible choices. The same AFLC contraci negotiators
identified their preference for the top five negotiation tactics as follows: ask for lots of
data, belabor fair and reasonable, split the difference offers, refer to your side's
generosity, and allow face-saving exits (Peterson, 1986:68).

Both the Catlin, Faenza and the Peterson studies clearly conclude that contract
negotiations between government and DOD contractors are competitive (Catlin and
Faenza, 1985:81; Peterson, 1986:68). As is characteristically the case in win-lose

conflict, the government negotiators' perceptions of their opponents were negative:
g 8 percep PP

Moreover, from the Air Force perspective, it is the contractor who uses
antagonistic negotiating tactics, while the Air Force team is business-like,
even-handed, and fair and reasonable. One can only speculate that
defense contractor representatives may have a different view of both
themselves and their Air Force Systems Command negotiating
counterparts. (Catlin and Faenza, 1985:81)
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Psychological Types

Jung's Theory of Psychological Types. In 1923, the noted psychologist Carl G.
Jung published the book Psychological Types. Within this publication, Jung detailed his
theory of personality types which states that "much seemingly chance variation in human
behavior is not due to chance, but is in fact the logical result of a few basic, observable
differences in mental functioning”" (Myers and Myers, 1980:1).

These basic differences in mental functioning noted by Myers and Myers are the
ways people perceive and make judgments (Myers and Myers, 1980:1). Jung suggested
that perceiving and judging are processes which occupy the vast majority of an

individual's mental energies (Campbell, 1971). Myers and Myers also noted that

Perceiving is understood to include the processes of becoming aware of
things, people, occurrences, and ideas. Judging includes the processes of
coming to conclusions about what has been perceived. Together,
perception and judgment, which make up a large portion of people's total
mental activity, govern much of their outer behavior, because perception -
by definition - determines what people see in a situation and their
judgment determines what they decide to do about it. Thus, it is
reasonable that basic differences in perception or judgment should result
in corresponding differences in behavior. (Myers and Myers, 1980:1-2)

Jung contends that individuals perceive by performing some mental function
which is characterized as being along a scale with sensing being at one end and intuiting
being at the opposite end. In the same way, individuals tend toward either feeling or
thinking when making judgments (Campbell, 1971:178-269). The cognitive functions of
sensing, intuiting, thinking, and feeling will be discussed in greater detail later in this
chapter.

The combination of a perceptive process (either sensing or intuiting) and a
judgment process (thinking or feeling) results in a specific pattern of behavior which can

be classified into four distinct psychological types. These psychological types are
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increased twofold when Jung suggests that one's interests are either subject oriented
(introversion), or object oriented (extraversion) (Campbell, 1971:178). All together,
Jung suggests that their are eight distinct psychological types which are based on the way
individuals perceive and judge the world, and whether their orientation when doing so is
introverted or extraverted (Campbell 1971:178-269). Both introverted and extraverted
types include Thinking, Feeling, Sensing, and Intuition.

Personality Type Theory. Jung's theory was operationalized by two researchers,
Katherine Briggs and her daughter Isabel Briggs Myers. Briggs and Myers, over the
course of more than forty years of observation and research, extended and expanded
Jung's writing on dominant and auxiliary functions to produce a systematic psychological
type theory which integrated the primary and secondary functions.

The cornerstone of personality type theory, as expounded upon by Briggs and
Myers, can be summed up in the first paragraph of Isabel and Peter Myers' book, Gifis
Differing:

It is fashionable to say that the individual is unique. Each is the

product of his or her own heredity and environment and, therefore, is

different from everyone else. From a practical standpoint, however, the

doctrine of uniqueness is not useful without an exhaustive case study of

every person to be educated or counseled or understood. Yet we cannot

safely assume that other people's minds work on the same principle as our

own. All too often, others with whom we come in contact do not reason

as we reason, or do not value the things we value, or are not interested in

what interests us. Seemingly chance variation in human behavior is not

due to chance; it is in fact the logical result of a few basic, observable
differences in mental functioning. (Myers and Myers, 1980:1)

The differences in mental functioning, referred to above by Myers and Myers,
relate to the way that individuals prefer to perceive and make judgments when they are
given choices. Each function is characterized by a dichotomous scale on which each

individual has a preference for choosing toward one end or the other when given a
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chance to choose between the two diametrically opposed functions. While certain
situations may dictate that one function be used over the other, when given a choice,
individuals will show a propensity to exhibit behavior which consistently favors one end

of the scale over the other end. In fact,

Each of us develops a preference early in life and sticks with it. And the
more we practice those preferences--intentionally or unintentionally--the
more we rely on them with confidence and strength. That doesn't mean
we're incapable of using our non-preferences from time to time. In fact,
the more we mature, the more our non-preferences add richness and
dimension to our lives. However, they never take the place of our original
preferences. So, Extraverts never become Introverts, and vice versa.
(Kroeger and Thuesen, 1988:11)

The following sections will discuss the cognitive functions of perception and
judgment, along with two other dichotomous attitudes which are the cornerstone of
personality type theory as presented by Myers and Myers in their book, Gifis Differing.

Perception. Jung notes that people have two, diametrically opposed ways
of perceiving. One way is through the five senses which provide a literal perception of
the surrounding world. This perceiving process is referred to as Sensing (S). The other
method by which people can perceive their environment is via Intuition (I) (Myers &
Myers, 1980:2). When people use the perceptive process of intuition, they make use of
"indirect perception by way of the unconscious, incorporating ideas or associations that
the unconscious tacks on to perceptions coming from outside" (Myers & Myers, 1980:2).

Sensors are characterized as liking to "focus on the facts and details" that are
supplied to them by their five senses (Kroeger and Thuesen, 1988:24). They tend to like
concrete facts. Intuitors tend to focus on "possibilities, meanings, and the relationships"
of various things (Kroeger and Thuesen, 1988:24). Intuitors prefer more abstract view of
their world (Kroeger and Thuesen, 1988:25). These two kinds of perception compete for

a person's attention.
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Whichever process they prefer, whether sensing or intuition, will be used
more, paying closer attention to its stream of impressions and fashioning
their idea of the world from what the process reveals. The other non
preferred kind of perception will still be there, but in the background, and
a little out of focus. (Myers and Myers, 1980:2)

Judgment. The two distinct processes of perception will yield differences
in judgment. Thinkers (T) base their judgments on an impartial, impersonal and
objective interpretation of their perceptions. Conversely, Feelers (F) make their
judgments based on a partial, personal, and subjective interpretation of their perceptions
(Myers & Myers, 1980:3). Kroeger and Thuesen noted that

When Thinkers (T) are confronted with a decision-making process, they
prefer to be very logical, detached, analytical, and driven by objective
values to reach their conclusions. For Feelers (F), the decision-making
process is driven by an interpersonal involvement that comes from
subjective values. The impact of their decision on other people is very
important to feelers. Feelers have a tendency to identify with and assume
others' emotional pain. (Kroeger and Thuesen, 1988:28-29)

Combinations of Perception and Judgment. When these divergent

methods of perceiving and judging are put into combinations, four different and distinct
combinations are possible: sensing plus thinking (ST), sensing plus feeling (SF), intuition
plus feeling (NF), and intuition plus thinking (NT). The following types are

characterized by:

ST - practical and matter-of-fact; like impersonal analysis of concrete
facts. (Myers and Myers, 1980:5)

SF - sociable and friendly; like situations where personal warmth can be
applied effectively to the immediate situation. (Myers and Myers, 1980:6)

NF - personal warmth and commitment; enthusiastic and insightful; like

situations where they can use creativity to meet a human need. (Myers
and Myers, 1980:6)
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NT - logical and ingenious; like solving problems in a field of special
interest. (Myers and Myers, 1980:6)

Myers and Myers elaborate on these four possible combinations by stating that,

Each of these combinations produce a different kind of personality,
characterized by the interests, values, needs, habits of mind, and surface
traits that naturally result from the combination. Combinations with a
common preference will share some qualities, but each combination has
qualities all its own, arising from the interaction of the preferred way of
looking at life and the preferred way of judging what is seen. (Myers and
Myers, 1980:4)

The four cognitive sets detailed above are doubled to eight when they are
combined with a third attitude preference, consisting of either internal or external
orientation.

Orientation. Orientation, in the context of personality type, refers to the
individuals relative interest in their outer and inner worlds. Introversion (I) is the
preference "for the inner world of concepts and ideas" (Myers & Myers, 1980:7).
Extraversion (E) is the "preference for the outer world of people and things. When
circumstances permit, introverts concentrate their perception and judgment upon ideas,
while extraverts like to focus them on the outside environment” (Myers and Myers,
1980:7).

Extraverts (E) obtain their energy from the outer world of people and things.
They can be characterized by the following terms, as noted by Kroeger and Thuesen:
"sociability, interaction, external, breadth, extension, multiple relationships, energy
expenditure, external events, gregarious, and speak, then think"(Kroeger and Thuesen,
1988:32). Introverts (I), on the other hand, obtain their energy from internal thoughts

and ideas. They can be characterized by an opposite set of terms: "territoriality,
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concentration, internal, depth, intensive, limited relationships, energy conservation,
internal reactions, reflective, think, then speak” (Kroeger and Thuesen, 1988:32). Simply
put, extraverts "recharge” their mental batteries by being around people or external
things. Introverts "recharge" by being alone where they can reflect upon their ideas and
thoughts without interruptions.

It should be noted that individuals are not exclusively limited to either
extraversion or introversion. Well-developed extraverts and introverts can both behave
effectively in their own respective, less preferred worlds. However, when given the
chance, both extraverts and introverts will revert back to their respective natural
preferences (Myers and Myers, 1980:7-8).

With the addition of the extravert-introvert preference, the four cognitive sets in
combinations of ST, SF, NF, and NT now become eight paired functions of
psychological type. These eight paired functions relate to the eight psychological types
detailed by Jung. Myers and Briggs expanded Jung's psychological type theory by
adding an attitude preference which will again double the number of personality types to
sixteen.

Judgment-Perception Preference. The last preference is the choice
between the perceptive attitude and the judging attitude of individuals as they deal with
everyday life. Judgment (J) and Perception (P) are both used by individuals, but never at
the same moment (Myers and Myers, 1980:8). "There is a time to perceive and a time to
judge, and many times when either attitude might be appropriate. Most people find one
attitude more comfortable than the other, feel more at home in it, and use it as often as
possible in dealing with the outer world" (Myers and Myers, 1980:8-9).

Judgers (J) like to have the environment around them to be "structured, ordered,
planned, and controlled” ; they make their decisions with a "minimum of stress" and are

very deliberate and decisive in their decision-making mode (Kroeger and Thuesen,
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1988:38). Judgers also like to plan their work and will even plan their leisure time.
Perceivers (P), on the other hand, like to be "flexiblé, spontaneous, adaptive, and
responsive to a variety of situations"; they incur anxiety over decision-making.
Perceivers prefer a more 'laid-back’ approach to life (Kroeger and Thuesen, 1988:38).
Creation of "Type". Myers and Briggs contend that people create their
"type" when they exercise their individual preferences with relation to perception and

judgment.

The interests, values, needs, and habits of mind that naturally result from
any set of preferences tend to produce a recognizable set of traits and
potentialities. Individuals can, therefore, be described in part by stating
their four preferences, such as ENTP. Such a person can be expected to
be different from others in ways characteristic of his or her type. To
describe people as ENTPs does not infringe on their right to self-
determination: they have already exercised this right by preferring E and
N and T and P. (Myers and Myers, 1980:10)

With the introduction of the Judgment-Perception attitude, there are now sixteen
personality types which have their own unique patterns of behavior and attitudes. Myers
and Briggs realized that the sixteen personality types and their indi'. idual characteristics
would not be easy for people to memorize. As a result, they created a Type Table so that
all the type relationships could easily be compared to each other (Myers and Myers,
1980:27). See Appendix B for a representation of the Myers-Briggs Type Table.

The Role of the Dominant Process. Myers and Briggs contend that
individuals need some governing force in their make-up concerning perception and
judging. They contend that people need to develop and polish their best process so that it
dominates and unifies their lives. In the overall scope of events, most people fall into

this fold (Myers and Myers, 1980:10).
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Jung also noted the phenomenon of the dominant process forming the personality
and overpowering the other processes. This theory of the dominant process, along with
the extraversion-introversion preference became the cornerstone of his book,
Psychological Types (Myers and Myers, 1980:12).

The dominant process theory basically presents that each individual will have one
of the cognitive functions, either perception or judging, as their dominant process. The
theory can be taken one step further by stating that each individual will therefore have
the possibility of having either sensing, intuiting, thinking, or feeling as a dominant
process.

Determining which function is dominant is easier to see in extraverts than it is in
introverts. Since extraverts prefer to deal with the outside world, what you see is what
you get when it comes to determining the dominant process. Determining the dominant
process is more complicated in introverts. With introverts,

The dominant process is habitually and stubbornly introverted; when their

attention must turn to the outer world, they tend to use the auxiliary

process. Most people see only the side introverts present to the outer

world, which is mostly their auxiliary process, their second best.

The result is a paradox. Introverts whose dominant process is a

judging process, either thinking or feeling, do not outwardly act like

judging people. What shows on the outside is the perceptiveness of their

auxiliary process, and they live their outer lives mainly in the perceptive

attitude. The inner judgingness is not apparent until something comes up

that is important to their inner worlds.

Similarly, introverts whose dominant process is perceptive, either
sensing or intuition, do not outwardly behave like perceptive people.

They show the judgingness of the auxiliary process and live their outer
lives mainly in the judging attitude. (Myers and Myers, 1980:14)

Therefore, what you see with introverts is not necessarily what you get in all cases.

The Auxiliary Process. For people to be balanced in life, a single process

alone is not adequate. They need to develop a complimentary cognitive process to act as
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an auxiliary to the dominant process. "If a person has no useful development of an
auxiliary process, the absence is likely to be obvious. An extreme perceptive with no
judgment is all sail and no - udder. An extreme judging type with no perception is all
form and no content,” (Myers and Myers, 1980:12).

In addition to supplementing the dominant process, the auxiliary carries the main.
burden of providing adequate, but not equal, balance between the outer world of the
extravert and the inner world of the introvert. The auxiliary process takes care of the
extraverts inner world while the dominant process takes care of the outer world of people
and things. In contrast, the auxiliary process takes care of the outer world of the introvert
while the dominant process is preoccupied with the inner world of ideas. In either
instance, a balance is required if the individual is to be successful in their inner and outer

lives (Myers and Myers, 1980: 12-13).

The Myers-Briges Type Indicat

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) was developed, over a period of
twenty years, by Isabel Briggs Myers and Katherine Briggs to specifically carry Carl
Jung's theory of psychological type into practical applications. The development of the
MBTI survey culminates a lifetime of observation and research by Isabel Briggs Myers
in the area of personality types (Lawrence, 1982:5). The main purpose of the MBTI is
summarized by Isabel Briggs Myers and Mary McCaulley in their publication, Manual:
A Guide to the Development and Use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator.

The aim of the MBTI is to identify, from self-report of easily recognized
reactions, the basic preferences of people in regard to perception and
judgment, so that the effects of each preference, singly and in
combination, can be established by research and put to practical use.
(Myers and McCaulley, 1985:1)
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There are two reasons why the MBTI was chosen as a survey instrument in this
research. The first reason involves the theory of personality type which proposes that an
individual's attitudes and behaviors are identifiable by the way they judge and perceive
the world. Since one's choice of a particular negotiation tactic or strategy is related to an
individual's judgment and perception process, it may be reasonable to postulate a
correlation between the choice of a particular negotiation tactic or strategy and one's
personality type may exist. If such a correlation exists, the possible benefits could be
significant. Considering the negotiation process alone, understanding the relationship of
personality type and negotiation tactics and strategies may allow the process to more
completely understood if we could predict, or at least understand, why the opposing
negotiator is acting or behaving the way he or she is.

The other reason the MBTI was selected for use in this research is that it provides
a survey instrument that has been fully tested, refined, and proven valid and reliable over
time. Myers and McCaulley provide a history of the actual construction of the MBTI in
their MBTI Manual (Myers and McCaulley, 1985:140-146). Their manual also explains
that the MBTT's internal reliability, proven through the use of the split-half technique and
test-retest correlations, is well established as an acceptable measurement for use in
research (Myers and McCaulley, 1985:164-174). The validity of the MBTI has
consistently been proven over many years by showing that: the MBTI scores correspond
favorably to other survey instruments that measure Jungian constructs, behavior of the
MBTI types is in concert with predicted MBTI type theory, and knowledge of type
differences contributes to the understanding of other issues of psychological importance

(Myers and McCaulley, 1985:175-223).
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T lationship of Personali e and Pref: Negotiation Tactics and Strategi

After reviewing the available literature concerning the topics of personality types
and negotiation tactics and strategies, only one publication was found that attempted to
establish a link between the two topics. Johnstone conducted exploratory research to see
if a correlation existed between contract negotiators preferences for negotiation tactics
and strategies, and their personality types as reported by the MBTI (Johnstone, 1986:xi).

The Johnstone study surveyed 249 out of a possible 508 contracting officers and
price analysts in the 1102 job series employed at the Aeronautical Systems Division
(ASD) at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. The survey contained two parts, the
MBTI and a nine page questionnaire concerning negotiation tactics and strategies. The
negotiation questionnaire listed ten negotiation strategies which the respondents ranked
by order of preferénce. Likewise, 33 negotiation tactics were presented whereby the
respondent ranked their top five preferences along with listing the top five tactics used by
their opponents (Johnstone, 1986:57-60).

Results of the survey were comprised of responses from ninety-nine participants
of which 69 were male and 30 were female. The MBTI results were paired with the
corresponding negotiation questionnaire responses and statistically analyzed for
correlation. While the results of the statistical analysis failed to establish a correlation
between preferred negotiation tactics and strategies and personality type, it did show that
the sample's type distribution was statistically different from the type distribution in the
general population. Johnstone noted a preponderance of ISTJ (38.4%), ESTJ (20.2%),
and ENTJ (8.1%) in her sample population (Johnstone, 1986:xi-xii).

Johnstone attributes the lack of correlation between the negotiation tactics and

strategies and personality types to the negotiation questionnaire which,

when reviewed in the light of the behavioral sciences' findings in
the conflict literature, all belonged to the win-lose or competitive
approach. By failing to offer a range of choices that would have allowed
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expression of the differing preferences of the psychological types, the
questionnaire limited the results to competitive solutions only. Even if
sets of strategies, tactics, and perceptions as functions of psychological
types had been identified, all would have belonged to the one negotiation
approach of win-lose only. In this context, the relative preference for one
win-lose strategy or tactic over another is meaningless because it offers no
predictive power. Whatever the strategy or tactic, the approach would be
win-lose. (Johnstone, 1986:118) '

Johnstone also offered the possibility that the heavily regulated internal and
external environments of the federal acquisition workforce may have influenced the way

the respondents answered the survey (Johnstone, 1986:119).

Summary

This chapter reviewed the relevant literature on negotiation tactics and strategies,
psychological type theory, and the Johnstone study which attempted to establish a
correlation between the two topics. |

The negotiation tactics and strategies section provided some relevant definitions
to establish a common understanding of the terms used in this section. Next the
importance of using negotiation tactics and strategies were discussed. Traditional views
of using negotiation tactics and strategies along with the relatively new concept of the
win-win strategy were covered. The last part of this section discussed two research
studies which explored the area of preferences in selecting negotiation tactics and
strategies.

The section on psychological types was started by presenting a discussion of
Jung's theory of psychological types. The discussion progressed to the personality type
theory which was an expansion of Jung's theory by the noted psychologists, Isabel Briggs
Myers and Katherine Briggs. This section was concluded by a discussion of the MBTI

and why it was selected for use in this research.
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The last section of this chapter discussed the one known study that has attempted
to establish a connection between the subjects of personality type and a preference for the
selection of negotiation tactics and strategies.

Chapter III will describe the methodology for determining the population, sample
size, sample group, selection and use of the survey instruments, and analyzing the data

for responding to the various research questions.
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I11. Methodology

This section discusses the methodology used to accomplish the objectives of this
research. To facilitate this discussion, separate paragraphs on the population, data

collection plan, survey instrument, and a tentative analytical plan are presented.

Population

The population of interest for this study is the approximately 23,500 members of
the National Contract Management Association (NCMA). The NCMA is a nationwide
organization composed of members who are dedicated to the professionalization and
advancement of the field of contract management. The mailing list to be used in this
research was generated by a computer program that randomly selected 2,000 names from
the master NCMA mailing list. At the present time, the NCMA master mailing list does
not have the capability of being stratified into government or industry categories. By
using the formula (Figure 1) outlined by HQ USAF/ACM in 1974 (Department of the
Air Force:1974), a minimum sample size of 400 was determined to be required for this

research, at the 95% confidence level.

Data Collection Plan

" A mail survey was chosen to accomplish the objective of establishing an
information base concerning personality types and preferred negotiation strategies and
tactics. Data collected in this survey includes responses to the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTTI) and a questionnaire on preferences for negotiation strategies and tactics
based on a design by Catlin and Faenza (Catlin & Faenza:23-24). The questionnaire

designed by Catlin and Faenza was modified slightly by the current research team (see
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n=— NE)Xp(-p)
(N=1)(d*)+(z*)x p(1-p)

Where:

n = sample size

N = population size

p = maximum sample size factor
d = desired tolerance

z = factor of assurance

Figure 1. Formula Used for Computing Maximum
Sample Size (Department of the Air Force, 1974)

discussion of the Survey Instrument below). To assist in collating responses, control
numbers ranging from 0001 to 2000 were assigned to the two instruments prior to
distribution. The names of the respondents were not requested, collected, or used. The

surveys were distributed during April 1992 and returned during May and June 1992.

Survey Instrument

The survey instruments for this research consists of the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI) and a questionnaire on preferred negotiation strategies and tactics
originally designed by Catlin and Faenza (Catlin & Faenza:23-24) and subsequently
modified by the current research team. The MBTI portion of the survey will consist of
95 questions used to score responses on the Form G survey instrument or equivalent, and
is not included in the Appendices because of copyright considerations. The MBTI has
been validated by previous studies in the social sciences as a valid tool for measurement
of an individual's personality type, as delineated by C.G. Jung (Jung,1971), and
expounded upon by Isabel Briggs Myers (Briggs-Myers,1985). Estimated time to

complete this portion of the survey instrument is 20 minutes.
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The portion of the survey investigating negotiation tactics and strategies consists
of two parts (Appendix C). Part 1 contains eight demographic questions and Part 2 is
divided into negotiation tactics and strategy sub-sections containing 33 and 11 questions,
respectively. The respondent is asked to indicate how often a particular negotiation tactic
an&/or strategy is used. The survey instrument uses a Likert scale from 1 to 5, with 1
indicating that the respondent never uses the tactic/strategy, to 5, indicating the
tactic/strategy is always used. Respondents will also be asked to rank their three most
favored and three least favored negotiation tactics and strategies. The negotiation
strategy and tactics portion of the survey was modified, refined, and validated through
pretesting prior to surveying the target population. Estimated time to complete this
portion of the survey is 15-25 minutes. A postcard (Appendix D) was mailed to the
survey sample after the initial mailing in an attempt to stimulate a higher response rate,
and to inform the sample that the results of the study would be distributed in the form of

an executive summary to all individuals that responded to the survey.

Tentativ ical P
The data were analyzed using standard statistical measures, and software hosted
on a microcomputer. Borland's DBase IV database manager, Microsoft's Excel
spreadsheet, and Analytical Software's Statistix were used for all statistical analyses.
The MBTI was optically scanned into a computer system, where the resulting raw
data wa:{analyz‘ed and scored using a mjcrocomputer-based MBTI analysis program
written by the researchers, adapted from the Manual: A Guide to the Development and

Use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers & McCaulley: 8-9). The MBTI analysis
program reported the personality type of each individual that completed the survey, the
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raw scores that the type is derived from, along with a record number used to collate the
response with the negotiation portion of the survey.

The negotiation portion of the survey was also optically scanned into a mainframe
computer system. The raw data was then analyzed using Dbase IV and Excel.
Descriptive statistics were gathered on each question using a microcomputer-based
statistics application, Statistix, version 3.5.

Various statistical measures were used to answer the research questions.
Demographic results were arrived at using simple mean, standard deviation, and median
scores. Research Question 1 was answered by ranking the mean scores of the negotiation
tactics and strategies. Research Question 3 was answered by reporting the personality
types of all of the survey respondents, grouped by type, and by major personality type-
grouping (i.e. E, I, S, N, etc.). A comparison to the SRI International Values and
Lifestyle Program Survey (VALS) database will be conducted using a standard chi-
squared (y2) statistic to determine statistical differences. The SRI database was chosen
over that of the Center for Applications of Psychological Type (CAPT) because the
researchers felt that the inherent bias as a result of the populations of the respective
databases was less in the SRI versus the CAPT database. A comparison of personality
types and major sub-types for government to industry, and male to female contract
negotiators was also to be reported. Research Questions 2, 4, and 5 were answered by a
comparison of means, in a test of hypothesis (Z - test). The null hypothesis was that
there is no difference between the mean score of each of the personality types, and the
mean score of the population as a whole. The following statistic (Figure 2) was used for
the testing of the hypotheses:
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Where:
K1 = mean of group 1
M2 = mean of group 2
s] =standard deviation of group 1
s2 = standard deviation of group 2
n} = number of cases in group 1
n2 = number of cases in group 2
Z = Z Score

Figure 2. Paired Z-Test Statistic Used to
Determine Statistically Significant Differences
Between Two Data Samples

A z score greater than the corresponding table value for the respective level of
confidence, or less than the negative table value, indicates that the null hypothesis is
rejected, and that it is possible to accept the alternate hypothesis: that the personality type
does differ from the rest of the population in its use of a particular negotiation strategy or
tactic. For the purposes of this research, a 90% level of confidence was used as the
minimum threshold for statistical significance, but the level of significance through .001
is reported. A two-tailed test was used because the hypotheses are being tested for

differences, both positive and negative.

Summary
This chapter described the methodology to be used in collecting and analyzing the

data required to determine the answers to the research questions, and ultimately, fulfill

the research objective. The next chapter presents the results of the analyses.
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IV, Result

This chapter presents the analysis of the data in two parts: 1) demographics, and

2) answers to the specific research questions.

> hic Analysi

A total of 2000 surveys were mailed to NCMA members in April 1992. Surveys
were returned in May and June 1992. Of the original 2000 mailed, 737 were returned for
a return rate of 36.85%. Of the surveys returned, 110 were unusable for reasons of
incomplete surveys (47), incorrect addresses (18), or the individual did not negotiate
contracts and had never been a contract negotiator (45). This left 627 usable surveys, or
31.35%. In all instances where the data are stratified by ;.mployer, the 39 respondents
that answered 'Other’ to the question regarding employer were excluded from analysis,
and the sample size reduced to 588 instead of 627.

The demographics portion of the survey consisted of eight questions: Age,
gender, ethnic origin, employer, total number of years in contracting, highest level of
formal education attained, total number of hours of formal training in negotiations, and
percentage of time spent conducting and managing contract negotiations.

Analysis of the age of the respondents shows that 19.9% (125) of the survey
respondents are 35 years of age or younger, leaving 80.1% (502) of the population 36
years old or older .

Males represented 66.7% (418) of the survey respondents, compared with 33.3%
(209) female . The ethnic makeup of the survey respondents was reported as 93.3%
(585) Caucasian, 2.4% (15) Black, 2.2% (14) Hispanic, 0.5% (3) Oriental, and 1.6% (10)
reporting Other . The survey showed that 56.9% (357) of the survey respondents were

34




employed in private industry, 34.3% (215) employed by the federal government, 1.6%
(10) employed by state government, 1.0% (6) employed by local government, 6.2% (39)
reported being employed by other than the aforementioned employers.

The majority (59.0%) of contract negotiators indicated that they possessed more
than 10 years of contracting experience, with 22.5% (141) having 11 to 15 years of
experience, 23.6% (148) having 16 to 25 years of experience, and 12.9% (81) having
more than 25 years of experience. This left 41% with less than 10 years experience;
26.5% (166) having between 5 and 10 years of experience, and 14.5% (91) having less
than 5 years of experience .

The education level of the survey respondents is as follows: 3.7% (23) possessed
a high school diploma, 12.1% (76) had some college, less than a baccalaureate degree,
38.1% (239) had a bachelor's degree, 43.4% (272) had a graduate or professional degree
(i.e. 1.D.) degree, and 2.2% (14) possessed a doctoral degree. 0.5% (3) did not respond
to the question.

The majority (53.1%) of the negotiators who responded indicated that they had
received more than 40 hours of formal training in contract negotiation. 28.9% (181) of
the respondents indicated that they had received more than 80 hours of formal training.
0.3% (2) respondents did not indicate their level of training.

Thirty six percent (226) of the respondents indicated that they spent more than
25% of their time in their current position either negotiating or managing contract
negotiations. 45.9% (288) indicated that they spend less than 25% of their time in their
current position negotiating or managing contract negotiations. 18.0% (113) indicated
that they did not currently negotiate in their present position. 0.3% (2) did not respond to

the question.

35




Demographic Summary

A composite survey respondent would be a male caucasian, between 36-45 years
old, employed by private industry with 11 to 15 years of experience in the contracting
field, possess a master's degree, have received between 20 and 40 hours of formal
training on contract negotiations, and spends less than 25% of his time in his current
position negotiating or managing the negotiation of contracts.

Because the primary focus of this research is the relationship between
government and industry, Table 1 displays the frequency distributions of the personal
demographic data when the data are stratified by employer. Table 2, on the other hand,
shows the data pertaining to the professional demographics (i.e. experience, education,
etc.) for the sample. Two professional demographics questions showed a statistically
significant difference at the P>.01 level. Industry contract negotiators indicated that they
have more years in the contracting profession (mean scores Industry = 3.02, standard
deviation = 1.28; Government = 2.74, standard deviation = 1.19), while government
negotiators indicated that they had received more formal training than their industry
counterparts (mean scores Industry = 2.73, standard deviation = 1.60; Government =

3.15, standard deviation = 1.55).

Research Questions
The survey respondents used the following scale to indicate their level of use for

cach particular negotiation tactic and strategy:

1 - Never 2-Seldom 3 - Sometimes 4 - Frequently 5 - Always

The statistics reported were calculated using the above scale to reflect the respondent's

choices. Frequency distributions for each survey question is shown at Appendix F.
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Table 1

PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS FREQUENCY
DISTRIBUTION BY EMPLOYER
(n =588, G = 231,1=357)

G = Government, I = Industry

G G i 1 TOTAL TOTAL
{m) (%) (U] (%) (m) (%)
Age
<25 5 22% 1 03% 6 1.0%
26-35 4 177% 72 202% 13 192%
- 3645 119 515% 128 35.8% 147 42.0%
46-55 9 21.2% 88  24.6% 137  233%
>55 17 174% 68 19.1% 85  14.5%
Gender
Male 124 537% 265 742% 389 66.1%
Female 107  463% 92 25.8% 199  33.9%
Ethaic O
Caucasian 206 89.2% 341 95.5% 546 92.9%
Black 7 3.0% 8  22% 15 2.5%
Hispanic 8  3.5% 5 14% 13 2.2%
Oriental 2 08% 1 03% 3 0.5%
Other 8 3.5% 2 0.6% 10 1.7%

NOTE: 39 responses marked as 'Other’ are not included in this analysis, therefore n=588.
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Table 2

PROFESSIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS FREQUENCY
DISTRIBUTION BY EMPLOYER

(n=588,G=231,1=357)
G = Government, I = Industry

G G 1 I TOTAL TOTAL
(W) (%) () (%) (@) (%)
Years in Contracting***
0-5 42 18.2% 46 12.9% 88 15.0%
6-10 61 26.4% 95 26.6% 156 26.5%
11-15 59 25.5% 77 21.6% 136 23.1%
16-25 54 23.4% 83 23.2% 137 23.3%
>25 15 6.5% 56 15.7% 71 12.1%
Education
High School 9 3.9% 13 3.6% 24 4.1%
College * 29 12.5% 42 11.8% 7 12.2%
Baccalaureate 89 38.5% 138 38.6% 227 38.6%
Master’s ** 9 42.9% 153 42.83% 252 42.9%
Doctorate 2 0.9% 11 3.2% 13 2.2%
Hours of Training***
0-20 51 21.6% 115 32.2% 166 28.2%
21-40 33 14.3% 73 204% 106 18.0%
41-60 49 21.2% 52 14.6% 101 17.2%
61-80 25 10.8% 25 7.0% 50 8.5%
>80 73 31.6% 92 25.8% 165 28.0%
Ti Negotiation in C ot
>75% 12 5.2% 13 3.6% 25 4.2%
50-75% 21 9.0% 36 10.1% 57 9.7%
25-50% 45 19.5% 86 24.1% 131 22.3%
0-25% 91 39.4% 179 50.1% 270 459%
Do not njﬁonate 61 26.4% 42 11.8% 103 17.5%

NOTE: 39 responses marked as 'Other’ are not included in this analysis, therefore n=588.
*  less than baccalaureate degree

** includes professional degrees, i.e. J.D.
*#** indicates a statistical difference between government and industry

negotiators exists at the p < .01 level
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Research Question One, What negotiation tactics and strategies are most

Jrequently used by contract negotiators? The data indicate that all of the negotiation

tactics and strategies are used to some extent. The median scores are reported to provide

a more robust indicator of the respondent's overall responses. Table 3 shows the ten most

used negotiation tactics indicated by the survey respondents.

Table 3

NEGOTIATION TACTICS MOST FREQUENTLY USED

BY CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS
(n=627)
TACTIC MEAN S.D. MEDJAN
Allow face saving exit 3.3939 0.9853 3
Split the difference 3.0877 0.8974 3
Pick and Choose the best deals 2.9522 1.1602 3
'Bogey' - constrained by budget limits 2.7799 0.9622 3
Refer to your side's generosity 2.7065 1.0237 3
Call frequent caucuses 2.6509 0.8888 3
Belabor fair and reasonable 24115 1.0498 2
Massage opponent's ego 2.4035 1.0118 2
Refer to other side's past poor performance 2.3796 1.0450 2
Good Guy - Bad Guy roles 2.3604 1.0624 2

It was also central to the research question to discover which of the listed negotiation

tactics were not used by contract negotiators. It should be noted that the data show

negotiators as a whole do not often use tactics that could be construed as negative or

unethical in nature. The data also show that there is little or no difference between

government and industry negotiators in terms of what tactics they tend to shy away from.

Although the mean scores show that tactics are used to some extent, it is at the very low
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end of the scale. The low standard deviations reflected of the least frequently used tactics
also show relative agreement among the survey respondents as to the unappealing nature

of the tactic. Table 4 indicates the negotiation tactics that are least used by the

respondents.
Table 4
NEGOTIATION TACTICS LEAST FREQUENTLY USED
BY CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS
(n=627)
TACTIC MEAN $D.  MEDIAN
Adjust the thermostat 1.1483 0.5320 1
Deliberately leave errors in offers 1.2137 0.5500 1
Personal attack 1.2504 0.5843 1
Deliberately expose notes or working papers 1.2998 0.6365 1
Embarrass your opponent 1.3413 0.6281 1
Change negotiators 1.5391 0.7454 I
Reverse auctioning 1.5742 0.9486 1
'Off the record' discussion 1.6922 1.0092 1
Negotiate with limited authority 1.7544 1.0454 1
Ask for excessive amounts of data 1.8628 0.8518 2

The results reflecting the use of the identified negotiation strategies are shown in Table 5.
Although the Win-Win strategy was shown to be the strategy most often used,

the data clearly show that all of the strategies are used to some extent.

Research Question Two. What is the personality type composition of contract
negotiators? The distribution of personality types as measured by the Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator (MBTTI) are shown at Table 6.
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Table 5

USE OF IDENTIFIED
CONTRACT NEGOTIATION STRATEGIES
BY CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS
(n=627)
STRATEGY MEAN S.D. MEDIAN
Win - Win 4.1738 0.9609 4
Statistics - figures don't lie 3.4019 1.0196 4
Participation - involvement 3.2998 1.0250 3
Coverage - 'bottom lining' 3.2648 0.9576 3
Step-by-step 3.0925 0.8597 3
Combination - ‘the big pot' 2.9697 0.9152 3
Definite action - 'testing the waters' 2.8628 0.8740 3
Limits - use limits to pressure the opposition 2.7879 0.8745 3
Patience - ‘buying' time or stalling 2.5439 0.9420 3
Surprise 2.2919 09111 2
Reversal - 'the lesser of two evils' 2.2632 0.9438 2

The majority of the respondents are grouped in the outside columns of the matrix,
in the Sensing-Thinking (414, 66%) and Intuitive-Thinking (157, 25%) groupings. The
respondents are more evenly distributed among the Introverted-Judging (190, 30.3%),
Introverted-Perceiving (176, 28.1%), Extraverted-Judging (156, 25%), and Extraverted-
Perceiving (105, 16.8%) groupings. ISTJ is the modal group, with ISFJ, INFJ, ISFP,
and ENFJ all having less than 1% of the sample distribution.

As shown in Table 6, Introverts (I) (366, 58.4%) slightly outnumber the
Extraverts (E) (261, 41.6%). However, the Sensors (S) (449,71.6%) outnumber the
Intuitives (I) (178, 28.4%) by almost three to one, and the Thinkers (T) (571, 91.1%) are
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Table 6

DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONALITY TYPES OF CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS AS MEASURED BY THE
MYERS-BRIGGS TYPE INDICATOR (MBTI)

(n=627)

JAY ¥4 ISFJ INFJ INTJ E 261 41.6%
I 366 584%

N =151 N=3 N=3 N=33
% =24.1 % = 0.5 % = 0.5 % =53 S 49 71.6%
N 178 284%
T 571 911%
F 56 8.9%
J 295 47.0%
P 332 53.0%

ISTP ISEP INFP INTP
I 190 303%
N=101 N=5 N=7 N=63 IP 176 28.1%
% = 16.1 % =0.8 %=1.1 % =10.0 EP 156 249%
EJ 105 167%
ST 414 66.1%
SF 35 5.6%
NF 21 33%
NT 157 25.0%

ESTP ESFP ENEP ENTP
SJ 244 38.9%
N=79 N=20 N=10 N =47 SP 205 328%
%=12.6 % =3.1 %=1.6 % =15 NP 127 202%
NI 51 8.1%
TJ 281 448%
TP 290 46.2%
Fp 42 6.7%
FJ 4 23%

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
IN 106 169%
N=283 N=7 N=1 N=14 EN 72 115%
% =132 %=10 % =0.16 % =2.2 IS 260 41.5%
ES 189 30.1%

NOTE: Percentages rounded off to the nearest tenth.
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ten times the number of Feelers (F) (56, 8.9%). The Judgers (J) (295, 47.0%)as a group
are slightly smaller than the Perceivers (P) (332, 53.0%), but not significantly so.

The survey respondents were compared to the SRI International Values and
Lifestyle Program Survey to determine if the survey sample was similar to that of the
general population. Because the SRI database is stratified by gender is was necessary to
similarly stratify the survey sample for an adequate comparison. The Chi-Squared (2 )
analysis for the male and female sample populations are shown below in Figure 3. As
the test shows, the two populations are statistically different for both the male and female
groups, more so for the females Therefore, one can conclude that the composition of
personality type as measured by the MBTI for the contract negotiators that responded to
this survey is not the same as the that of the general population.

Further analysis provided the personality type composition of government versus
private iadustry contract negotiators, and is shown in Table 7. Aside from the types that
were underrepresented for the entire sample, the two strata compare favorably in
distribution of type. Only the ESTP types varied more than 2% between strata. The data
show that when stratified by employer (government versus industry), the results are the
same: both strata are statistically different from the general population. It is interesting
to note that the government strata had a proportionately higher amount of females in the
population than the industry strata, which ordinarily would have increased the number of
Feeling (F) types. However, the under-representation in the Feeling (F) types can be
directly attributed to the over-representation of female Thinking (T) types, although it is
more pronounced in the government strata. In addition, more male Thinking (T) types
are present in the sample, also accounting for the lack of representation of Feeling (F)
types. The data also shows ST types in the industry strata account for the largest over-

representation in the strata.
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The strata were then compared to each other to determine if the frequency
distribution for each personality type were similar. A chi-squared analysis was
performed (Figure 4) using the larger industry strata as the base to which the
government strata was compared. A chi-squared value of 9.1086 was received for males,
and 23.3375 for females, indicating no significant differences between the two strata, at
the .001 level of significance. The complete analyses are shown at Appendices I, J, and
K. A summary of the analysis for the government negotiators is shown at Table 8, while

that for the industry negotiators is shown at Table 9.

Hy: Oj=Ej
H,:0;=E;
o =.001

k -V
Test Statistic: y* = Z_(Oi EE‘.)
i=l i

Where O; = Observed Frequency
Male Test Value: 246.8564, d.f. = 15 E; = Expected Frequency
Female Test Value: 536.9558, d.f. =15
Critical Test Value: 37.70
Conclusion: Reject the null hypothesis. The sample population differs
significantly from the SRI population.

Figure 3. Chi-Squared ()2) Analysis Comparing the Survey
Sample to the Database From the SRI International
Values and Lifestyle Program Survey




Table 7

DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONALITY TYPES OF GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY

CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS AS MEASURED BY THE MBTI

(n= 588, GOVT = 231, IND = 357)

JAY A

GOVT =59
% =255
IND =84
% =23.5

Total = 143

ISTP

GOVT =40
% =173
IND = 55
% =154
Total = 95

GOVT =22
% =9.5
IND =51
% =143
Total =73

GOVT =33
% =143
IND =47
% =13.2
Total = 80

JAY 2 A

GOVT =1
% =04
IND=2
"% =0.6
Total =3

GOVT =2
% =09
IND=3
% =10.8
Total = 5

GOVT =7
% =3.0
IND= 11
% =3.1
Total = 18

GOVT =2
% =29
IND=35
%=14
Total = 7

INEJ

GOVT =0
% =0.0
IND=3
% =03
Total =3

GOVT =2
% =0.9
IND=35
%=14
Total =7

GOVT =5
% =22
IND=3
% =0.8
Total = 8

GOVT=0
% =0.0
IND=1
% =03
Total = 1

GOVT = 14
% = 6.1
IND =17
% =48
Total =31

GOVT =24
% = 10.4
IND =34
% =9.5
Total = 58

GOVT = 15
% =6.5
IND =27
% =17.6
Total = 42

GOVT =35
% =2.2
IND=9
% =25
Total = 14
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Table 8

CHI-SQUARED (%?) ANALYSIS COMPARING GOVERNMENT
CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS MBTI FREQUENCY OBSERVED
AND EXPECTED DISTRIBUTIONS USING SRI INTERNATIONAL
VALUES AND LIFESTYLE PROGRAM (VALS) AS THE
EXPECTED FREQUENCY ESTIMATE

(n =231, Male = 124, Female = 107)

Chi-Square: Male = 75.4846, Female = 232.5815

MBTI OBS. EXP. OBS. EXP.
TYPE MALE MALE y2Value FEMALE FEMALE  x2Value

ISF) 1 9 7.53 0 22 22.36
ISFP 0 4 3.60 2 10 6.35
ESFJ i 5 3.52 1 13 11.34
ESFP 1 2 0.68 6 8 071
ISTI 37 38 0.03 22 12 8.37
ISTP 26 10 23.97 14 5 16.74
EST) 13 15 0.33 20 9 1349
ESTP 14 6 10.33 8 4 5.66
INF) 0 2 2.23 0 4 4.07
INFP i 4 2.69 1 4 2.51
ENFJ 0 2 1.98 0 3 2.89
ENFP 2 2 0.02 3 5 1.03
INTJ 7 6 0.14 7 2 10.05
INTP 12 5 11.27 12 1 126.50
ENTJ 8 4.56 2 0.25
ENTP 4 2.59 8 1 28.22
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Table 9

CHI-SQUARED (%2) ANALYSIS COMPARING INDUSTRY
CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS MBTI FREQUENCY OBSERVED
AND EXPECTED DISTRIBUTIONS USING SRI INTERNATIONAL
VALUES AND LIFESTYLE PROGRAM (VALS) AS THE
EXPECTED FREQUENCY ESTIMATE

(n =357, Male = 265, Female = 92)

Chi-Square: Male = 165.1073, Female = 244.9352

MBTI OBS. EXP. OBS. EXP.
TYPE MALE MALE 22 Value FEMALE FEMALE 22 Value

ISFJ 1 20 18.19 1 19 17.28
ISFP 1 8 5.82 2 9 5.02

ESFJ 2 11 1.75 3 11 6.20

ESFP 5 5 0.01 6 7 0.22

ISTJ 73 81 0.86 11 10 0.05

ISTP 43 22 20.06 12 4 14.26
EST) 35 3 0.18 12 8 2.36

ESTP 42 13 64.83 9 3 11.72
INFJ 1 5 2.98 2 3 0.64

INFP 1 10 7.64 4 4 0.03

ENFJ 0 4 4.24 1 2 0.89

ENFP 2 5 1.61 1 5 2.82

INT] 13 13 0.00 4 2 221

INTP 24 10 19.27 10 1 101.6
ENTJ 7 17 6.07 2 2 0.00
ENTP 15 8 5.60 12 i 89.09
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k 2

Test Statistic: y* = Zgg‘—éﬁ')—
in] i

Where O, = Observed Frequency
Male Test Value: 9.1086, d.f. = 15 E, = Expected Frequency
Female Test Value: 23.3375,d.f. =15
Critical Test Value: 37.70
Conclusion: Cannot reject the null hypothesis. The government negotiators do

not statistically differ from the industry neglotiators..

Figure 4. Chi-Squared ()(2) Analysis Comparing the
Personality Type Distribution of Government Contract Negotiators to
that of Industry Contract Negotiators

Research Question Three, Is there a negotiation tactic or strategy that relates to

a particular personality type among contract negotiators? A paired z - test using the

scores stratified by the individual personality types to the sample population showed

only one significant difference between a particular personality type and that of the

population overall. The respondents identified as type INT]J differed significantly from

the rest of the population on survey question 10, regarding the use of the negotiation

tactic of allowing your opponent a 'face-saving' exit. The INTJ types indicated that they

used this tactic more than the other types. See Appendix G for the analysis results.

One problem with this analysis method is that by comparing the individual types

to the sample population removed that independence between the samples. Strata with

many occurrences in the sample (ISTJ for example), would have little chance of

indicating significant differences with the sample, because the strata itself makes up such

a large portion of the sample. Also, standard deviations of each type for each of the

survey questions were high. On a discrete scale of 1 to 5, standard deviations as high as

1.7569 (Government-Industry comparison, survey question 26) were shown. A large

standard deviation on such a small scale causes any variation in the data to be masked,
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even though that variation may be statistically significant. Therefore, the data were
grouped by first major functional type preference (E, I, S, N, T, F, J, P), then by
employer, and an independent paired z - test was conducted comparing each major
functional type to the others (Appendix E).

The Extraversion - Introversion (EI) type grouping showed eight significant
differences on the survey questions. They are shown in Table 10. Of the tactics that were
identified as statistically different, the Extravert (E) negotiators used all of them more
often than the Introvert (1) negotiators. Only in the use of one strategy (Patience -
Buying Time or Stalling) did the Introvert (1) negotiatdrs use the strategy more often than
the Extravert (E) negotiators. In light of the propensity for Introverts (I) to internalize
their thinking patterns and processes, the difference on the one strategy is rational. While
both Extravert (E) and Introvert (I) negotiators indicate that confrontational tactics such
as Personal Attack were not used often by either group (E mean score = 1.3027, I mean
score = 1.2131), the difference between the two strata on the various tactics and
strategies suggest that even though a particular tactic may not be used often by either
strata, the Extravert (E) strata (or any other strata with the higher mean score) is more
likely to use it than those negotiators in the Introvert (I) strata. When one considers the
preference for Extraverts (E) to externalize their thinking process, and to want to interact
with their surrounding world, it is logical to see that the Extraverts(E) show statistically
significant differences (higher mean scores) with Introverts (I) on tactics such as Call
Frequent Caucuses, Massage Opponent’s Ego, and even the Personal Attack. The
Introvert (I) does not like to deal with tactics such as those listed above, because they
force the Introvert (I) out of the internal world that Introverts (I) are more comfortable
with,

49




Table 10

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN EXTRAVERSION AND INTROVERSION TYPE GROUPINGS

LEVEL OF
TACTIC EMEAN IMEAN SIGNIFICANCE
"Bogey" - constrained by budget limits 2.9195 2.6803 b
"Must be on contract by (date)!" 2.4253 2237 -
Call frequent caucuses 2.7280 2.5956 *
Make an offer they must refuse 2.0805 1.9399 .
Massage opponent's ego 2.4828 2.3470 * i
Personal attack 1.3027 1.2131 * .
Take it or leave it 2:3142 2.1885 . j
STRATEGY ‘
| Patience - Buying time or stalling 2.4483 2.6120 g
Level of ;
Signifi Z - Critical Symbol |
p<.l 1.64 * i
p<.05 1.96 »
p<.0l 2.57 see
< .001 3.27 . A

The Sensing - Intuitive grouping showed more significant differences than any
other grouping, on 19 questions: 14 on tactics questions, and five on str- egy questions.
They are shown in Table 11. The analysis shows that the greatest number of differences
between functional type were between the Sensing (S) and Intuitive (N) types, showing
that there were 14 statistically differences between Sensing (S) and Intuitive (N) types on
tactics, and five on strategies. The tactics and the two strata differed on range from the
non-confrontational Allow for Face Saving Exit, with high mean scores relative to all of
the available tactics (ranked number one in terms of frequency of use by contract
negotiators as a whole) to tactics such as Embarrass Your Opponent, and Deliberately
Expose Notes or Working Papers, that ranked low in terms of frequency of use. The

significance of the differences indicate that while both Sensing (S) and Intuitive (N)




negotiators as identifiable strata do not often use some tactics and strategies (such as
Embarrass Your Opponent), the Intuitive (N) negotiator is more likely to use the tactics
and or strategies than his or her Sensing (S) counterpart. According to the data, it can be
concluded that the Sensing (S) negotiator uses tactics and strategies less than the Intuitive
(N) negotiator. This is supported by the fact that of the tactics where the difference
between the two groups was statistically significant, on only one tactic did the Sensing
(S) negotiators use a tactic more often than the Intuitive (N) negotiator, that being the
Embarrass Your Opponent tactic. This may in part be due to the Intuitive's(N) ability to
preference on focusing on the possibilities of a situation. In other words, the Intuitive's
(N) perceive that if an action is taken or word is spoken, it might have an impact on the
negotiation. Hence the Intuitive (N) contract negotiator would show a propensity
towards using negotiation tactics more often than Sensing (S) contract negotiators.
Sensing (S) negotiators tend to rely more on the facts involved in a negotiation. If the
information, or a word or gesture is not germane to the current scenario, the Sensing (S)
negotiator would tend to dismiss it as not pertinent, failing to see the possibilities of
employing a tactic to enhance his or her negotiation position.

The Thinking-Feeling grouping showed 10 significant differences on the survey
questions, seven on tactics questions and three on strategy questions. These differences
are displayed in Table 12. The Thinking (T) - Feeling (F) dichotomy showed 10
differences on negotiation tactics and strategies, seven on tactics and three on strategies.
With the exception of the Escalate to Your Boss tactic, the Thinking (T) negotiators used
the tactics shown to be statistically different more often than the Feeling (F) negotiators,
leading to the conclusion that of the tactics where the two strata differ significantly, the
Thinking (T) negotiators are more likely to use the identified tactics than Feeling (F)

negotiators. In comparing use of strategies however, the Feeling (F) negotiator is more
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Table 11

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN SENSING AND INTUITIVE TYPE GROUPINGS

LEVEL OF
TACTIC SMEAN NMEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Allow for face-saving exit 3.2962 3.6404 b
Pick and choose the best deals 2.8575 3.1910 b
Deliberately expose notes or working papers 1.2405 1.4494 s
Escalate to opponent's boss 2.2962 24944 b
"Good guy - Bad guy" roles 2.2940 2.5281 b
Negotiate with limited authority 1.6704 1.9663 b
"Off the record” discussion 1.6147 1.8876 b
Play hard to get 2.0668 2.2809 hid
Reverse auctioning 1.5011 1.7584 hhd
Embarrass your opponent 1.3719 1.2640 b
Refer to the other side's past poor performance 23229 2.5225 e
Ask for excessive amounts of data 1.8218 1.9663 *
"Bogey" - constrained by budget limits 2.7416 2.8764 *
Threaten to walk out 1.8641 1.9944 .
STRATEGY
Limits 2.7216 2.9551 i
Combination - The big pot 2.9243 3.0843 b
Definite action - testing the waters 2.8174 29775 **
Patience - Buying time or stalling 2.4900 2.6798 b
Reversal - the lesser of two evils 2.2160 2.3820 b
Level of
Signifi Z.- Critical Symbol

p<.l 1.64 .

p<.05 1.96 b

p<.01 2.57 ses

p <.001 3.27 hhig
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likely to use the Limits and Statistics strategies that the Thinking (T) negotiator. Only on
the Combination - the Big Pot strategy did the Thinking (T) negotiator show a statistical
difference with the Feeling (F) negotiator. The Thinking (T) negotiator should be more
prone to use tactics that are ohjective in nature, as in the case of the Thinking (T) group's
higher mean score on tactics such as Refer to the Other Side's Past Poor Performance.
The Thinking (T) negotiator feels that using this tactic is perfectly acceptable, as the facts
of the past poor performance are evident, and are germane to the negotiation. On the
other hand, the Feeling (F) negotiator would not use this tactic out of consideration for

the other negotiator's feelings.

Table 12

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN THINKING AND FEELING TYPE GROUPINGS

LEVEL OF
TACTIC TMEAN FMEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Embarrass your opponent 1.3555 1.1964 i
Refer to the other side's past poor performance 24168 2.000 g
Escalate to your boss 2.1103 24107 >
Personal attack 1.2609 1.1429 =
Reverse auctioning 1.5937 1.3750 b
Play hard to get 2.1454 1.9464 *
Massage opponent's ego 2.4256 2.1786 *
STRATEGY
Limits 2.7653 3.0179 b
Combination - The big pot 2.9912 2.7500 *
Statistics - Figures don't lie 3.4273 3.1429 *
Level of
Signifi Z - Critical Symbol

p<.l 1.64 *

p<.05 1.96 b

p<.01 2.57 b

p <.001 3.27 s

The same argument can be made for many of the other tactics that showed a statistical

difference. While the Thinking (T) negotiator might find it acceptable to use the

53




Personal Attack tactic, the Feeling (F) negotiator would never do anything of the sort, as
this would indicate indifference for the feelings of others, which is very important to the
Feeling (F) type.

The Judging-Perceiving grouping showed four significant differences, the fewest
of the four groupings. They are shown' in Table 13. In the Judging (J) - Perceiving (P)
dichotomy, only four tactics, and no strategies showed a statistical difference between the
strata. Perceiving (P) negotiators showed a higher frequency of use than the Judging

(J)negotiators for the four tactics where the groups were shown to be statistically

different.
Table 13
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN JUDGING AND PERCEIVING TYPE GROUPINGS
LEVEL OF
TACTIC J MEAN P MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
"Good guy - Bad guy” roles 2.2407 2.4669 b
Allow face saving exit 3.2983 3.4789 hihd
"Off the record" discussions 1.6068 1.7681 =
| High Ball offers 1.8949 2.0331 .
Level of
Sienifi Z.- Critical Symbol
p<.1 1.64 *
p<.05 1.96 =
p<.0i 2.57 i
p <.001 3.27 e

Research Question Four. Is there a difference in negotiation strategies or tactics used
by government and industry negotiators? The data Qere stratified by employer. There
was not a significant difference between the order of use of the particular tactics and
strategies, as shown in Table 14. The data did show that the industry negotiators tended

towards a higher level of use of specific tactics than their government counterparts, as
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reflected in the higher means of the top six ranked tactics. However, the means for the
bottom four tactics for industry negotiators decrease much more rapidly than the means
for the bottom four government tactics, indicating that the industry negotiators have
tactics that they prefer to use more and less often than any others. The data show that
while the government negotiators use negotiation tactics, they do so less frequently than
their industry counterparts.

Table 14
A COMPARISON OF MEAN SCORES OF
NEGOTIATION TACTICS MOST FREQUENTLY USED
BY GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS

(n=627, G =231,1=1357)

GOVERNMENT MEAN INDUSTRY MEAN

Allow face saving exit 3.2078 ] Allow face saving exit 3.5322
Split the difference offers 2.9091 | Split the difference offers 3.2269
Pick and choose the best deals 2.7706 | Pick and choose the best deals 3.0420
Bogey - constrained by budget 2.7662 | Refer to your side's generosity 2.8263
Call frequent caucuses 2.5671 | Bogey - constrained by budget 2.7899
Refer to your side's generosity 2.5411 ] Call frequent caucuses 2.7367
Refer to other side's past poor 2.4286 | Refer to other side's past poor 2.3333
performance performance

Belabor fair and reasonable 2.3463 | Must be on contract by date 2.3277
Low Ball offers 2.3290 | Impose no smoking rule 1.9972
Escalate to opponent’s boss 2.2944 | Ask for excessive amounts of data 1.8571

Table 15 shows that while there is not a significant difference in the strategies used by
both government and industry negotiators, again the data suggests that while

government negotiators use negotiation strategies, they do so at a level lower than that of
the industry negotiators. While both government and industry negotiators indicated that
they did use the Limits strategy, both groups indicated in the tactics portion of the survey
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ihat they did not use limited-type tactics during negotiation. The negotiators indicated
that they did not often use the Negotiation with Limited Authority tactic (Government
mean was 1.6926, Industry mean was 1.7787), nor the My plane leaves at (time)! tactic
(Government mean was 1.8095, Industry mean was 1.9552). However, they did express
a willingness to use a contract deadline as a limitation in conducting negotiations
(Government mean 2.2727, Industry mean 2.3277).

Table 15 shows a comparison of government versus industry negotiators use of
negotiation strategy. Although both groups selected the Win-Win strategy most often, the
government negotiators used it less frequently than the industry negotiators. Also, it
should be noted that the level of use for all of the strategies was higher than that of
tactics, regardless of employer. This despite the definition provided to the survey
respondents that defined negotiation strategy as "an organized plan or approach to
negotiations from an overall perspective which may be comprised of one or more than
one tactic" (Catlin and Faenza, 1985:99). Again, the level of use of negotiation strategies
by government negotiators was lower throughout all of the strategies than their industry
counterparts.

A test of hypothesis was conducted to determine if statistically significant
differences exist between the two groups in terms of how often each group used the
respective tactics and/or strategies. The same test statistic (paired z- test) was used as in
previous analyses. The data was stratified by employer, excluding respondents who
answered Other to the question. Results of the paired z - tests are shown at Appendix G.
Respondents who reported Federal, Local, or State Government were grouped as the

government
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Table 15

A COMPARISON OF MEAN SCORES OF NEGOTIATION STRATEGIES USED BY

GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS

(n=627, G =231, I =357, Other = 39)

GOVERNMENT
Win-Win
Statistics - Figures don't lie
Participation/Involvement
Step-by-Step
Coverage - Bottom Lining
Limits
Definite Action - Testing the Waters
. “ombination - the Big Pot
ratience - Buying Time or Stalling
Surprise
Reversal - the Lesser of Two Evils

MEAN
4.0909
3.3723
3.3117
3.0433
3.0303
2.8788
2.8312
2.7965
2.4026
2.2814
2.1991

INDUSTRY
Win-Win
Statistics - Figures don't lie
Coverage - Bottom Lining
Participation/Involvement
Step-by-Step
Combination - the Big Pot
Definite Action - Testing the Waters
Limits
Patience - Buying Time or Stalling
Reversal - the Lesser of Two Evils
Surprise

4.2465
3.4622
3.4510
3.3221
3.1289
3.0840
29188
2.7395
2.6443
2.3109
2.3053

Significance
p<.l
p<.05
p<.01
p<.001

Level of

Z - Critical Symbol
1.64 .
1.96
2.57
3.27

*%
*hs

shes

negotiators, and respondents who answered Industry were grouped as such. The analysis

shows that 25 significant differences between the groups exist, 20 tactics questions, and 5

strategy questions. The tactics and strategies that differed between the two are identified

in Table 16. One would expect to find that government negotiators would use Appeal to

Patriotism, Impose No Smoking Rule, and Low Ball tactics more often than industry

negotiators due to the nature of the respective environments (federal versus commercial

contracting), and that industry negotiators would use Pick and Choose the Best Deals and

High Ball tactics more often. This is in fact borne out by the data. The High Ball tactic

is used more often by industry negotiators as a result of the industry negotiators

supplying goods and services (usually to the government) and offering those goods and
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services at a price higher than what they really expect to receive. Industry negotiators
assuming the role of the offeror in a business transaction or negotiation would also
account for the use of the Pick and Choose the Best Deals, as the government negotiators
seldom, if ever, find themselves in the situation of selecting which requirement to fulfill.
Regarding the Low Ball tactic, the government negotiators would be expected to offer to
pay lower than the offered price because they are purchasers as opposed to offerors for
the most part. Invoking the Impose No Smoking Rule is logical for the government
negotiators because of a federal ban on smoking in federal buildings outside of
designated smoking areas. It is also easy to see the government negotiators using the
Appeal to Patriotism tactic more often than their industry counterparts, as it is unique to
the government.

Research Question Five. Is there a difference in negotiation tactics or strategies
used relating to personality type between government and industry negotiators? The
grouped data was stratified by employer and analyzed using the same method as the
previous question's data (paired z - test). Results are shown in Appendix H.

The Extravert grouping showed 11 significant differences between government
and industry negotiators, on eight tactics questions and three strategy questions. The
differences are shown in Table 17.

As discussed in the latter portion of Research Question Four, we would expect to
find certain tactics and strategies appear because of the different environments in which
the two groups work. The tactics (Appeal to Patriotism, Impose No Smoking Rule, High
Ball, Low Ball, Pick and Choose the Best Deals) and strategies (Combination and

Coverage) appear as statistically significant differences for the Extraverts (E).
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Table 16

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
TACTICS AND STRATEGIES USED BY
GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY
CONTRACT NEGOTIATORS
(n = 588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Allow face saving exit 3.2078 3.5322 Mg
Appeal to patriotism 2.0823 1.8095 g
Deadlock the negotiations 1.9264 2.1849 b
"Good guy - Bad guy” roles 2.1818 24874 b
High ball offers 1.6104 2.2017 s
Low Ball offers 2.3290 1.8711 b
Massage opponent's ego 2.1861 2.5602 g
Refer to your side's generosity 2.5411 - 2.8263 b
Split the difference offers 2.9091 3.2269 b
Pick and choose the best deals 2.7706 3.0420 s
Escalate to your boss 1.9784 2.2185 b
"OfF the record”™ discussion 1.5714 1.7983 b
Play hard to get 1.9913 2.2241 i
Call frequent caucuses 2.5671 2.7367 o
Reverse auctioning 1.4459 1.6387 b
Change negotiators 1.4632 1.6022 e
Impose no smoking rule 2.2381 1.9972 *
"My plane leaves at (time)!" 1.8095 1.9552 *
Take it or leave it 2.1558 2.2941 *
Threaten to walk out 1.8139 1.9440 *
STRATEGYX
Combination - the big pot 2.7965 3.0840 i
Coverage - bottom lining 3.0303 3.4510 s
Patience - buying time or stalling 2.4026 2.6443 b
Limits 2.8788 2.7395 *
Win - Win 4.0909 4.2465 *
Level of
Signifi Z - Critical Symbol
p<.1 1.64 *
p<.05 1.96 b
p<.01 2.57 s
<.001 3.27 g
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Table 17

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE EXTRAVERT TYPE GROUPING

(n=588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Allow face saving exit 3.1461 3.5909 *aee
High Ball offers 1.6404 2.2857 s
Low Ball offers 2.3483 1.8182 hhhd
Appeal to patriotism 2.1685 1.7857 i
Impose no smoking rule 2.5169 1.8571 g
Split the difference offers 29101 3.2403 g
Pick and choose the best deals 2.7191 3.1039 **
Reverse auctioning 1.4045 1.6169 *
STRATEGY
Coverage - Bottom lining 2.8989 3.4351 s
Combination - the big pot 2.8315 3.0779 >
Limits 2.9888 2.7273 e
Level of
Signifi Z - Critical Symbol

p<.1 1.64 *

p<.05 1.96 b

p<.0l 257 b

p<.001 3.27 i

The Introvert grouping showed the most significant differences between the government
and industry segments, with differences recorded on 21 tactics questions and 5 strategy
questions. The tactics and strategies where the two segments differed are shown in Table
18. The same tactics appeared as discussed regarding the Extraverts (E) (Appeal to
Patriotism, High Ball, Low Ball, etc.), with the exception of Impose the No Smoking
Rule. Also, the Appeal to Patriotism tactic shows up at a lesser level of significance than
with the Extravert (E) grouping (p < .1 versus p <.01 for the Extraverts (E)). In addition

many new tactics appear as statistically significant differences. One statistically
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significant difference in a tactic stands out here, that being the Patience - Buying Time or
Stalling strategy. This is a strategy one would expect Introverts (I) to use more often
than the other types, given their preference for internalizing their thought processes. One
possible explanation for this difference might lie in the requirement for government
negotiators to place a requirement on contract as soon as possible. The fact that the
Deadlock the Negotiations appears as a statistically significant difference between
government and industry negotiators for Introverts (I) supports this possibility, however,
it is not possible to confirm this given the data collected in this research.
The Sensing group showed 19 differences recorded on tactics questions, and six
on strategy questions. This group differed on strategies more than any other type
-grouping. The result are shown in Table 19. This grouping reflected the expected tactics
and strategies as had the previous type groupings, plus many more at the p <.001 level of
significance. As with the other type groupings that showed a large number of
statistically significant differences, there seem to be undetermined forces at work within
this type grouping that influence the government versus industry relationship with each
psychological type. As the questionnaire was structured to investigate the relationships
between psychological type and use of negotiation tactics and strategies, it is not possible
to venture any more than a guess as to the reasons behind some of the differences. The

Patience strategy and Deadlock the Negotiations tactic again appear under this type

grouping.
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Table 18

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE INTROVERT TYPE GROUPING

(n=588)
GOVT INDUSTRY
TACTICS MEAN MEAN LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
Deadlock the negotiations 1.8239 2.2217 sees
Escalate to your boss 1.8521 2.2562 ens
"Good guy - Bad guy” roles 2.0845 25172 bt
High Ball offers 1.5915 2.1379 i
Low Ball offers 2.3169 1.9113 sees
Massage opponent's ego 2.0775 2.5616 b
Refer to your side's generosity 2.5070 2.9261 A
Split the difference offers 2.9085 3.2167 b
Play hard to get 1.9437 2.2512 b
"My plane leaves at (time)!" 1.7324 20197 g
Call frequent caucuses 2.4437 2.7389 i
Adjust the thermostat 1.0704 1.1823 b
Threaten to walk out 1.7465 1.9704 b
Allow face saving exit 3.2465 3.4877 i
Change negotiators 1.4437 1.6355 »*
Take it or leave it 2.0634 2.2808 e
"Off the record” discussions 1.5352 1.7931 i
Reverse auctioning 1.4718 1.6552 .
Appeal to patriotism 2.0282 1.8276 *
"Must be contract by (date)!" 21127 23153 .
Belabor fair and reasonable 2.3099 2.5025 *
STRATEGY
Coverage - bottom lining 3.1127 3.4631 i
Patience - buying time or stalling 2.3944 2.7882 i
Combination - the big pot 2.7746 3.0887 A
"Reversal - the lesser of two evils 21549 2.3350 *
Step by step 2.9859 3.1675 *
Level of
Sienifi Z - Critical Symbol
p<.l 1.64 .
p<.05 1.96 b
p<.01 2.57 i
p <.001 3.27 Mt
62




COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT

Table 19

NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE SENSING TYPE GROUPING

(n=588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Allow face saving exit 3.0422 3.4651 rre
Pick and choose the best deals 2.5723 2.9961 s
Deadlock the negotiations 1.8735 2.1822 i
"Good guy - Bad guy" roles 2.0361 2.4574 rane
High Ball offers 1.5422 2.1899 e
Low Ball offers 22711 1.8527 s
Massage opponent's ego 2.1627 25233 b
Refer to your side's generosity 24819 2.8178 s
Split the difference offers 29337 3.2558 b
"Off the record” discussion 1.4578 1.7248 *ae
Play hard to get 1.9036 2.1705 e
Appeal to patriotism 2.0482 1.7984 e
Call frequent caucuses 2.5241 2.7403 b
Change negotiators 1.4036 1.5814 -
Escalate to your boss 1.9578 2.1860 b
Negotiate with limited authority 2.5181 1.7422 b
Reverse auctioning 1.3855 1.5620 **
Impose no smoking rule 2.2470 1.9380 *
Threaten to walk out L7M1 1.9225
STRATEGY
Combination - the big pot 27229 3.0659 s
Coverage - bottom lining 3.0000 3.4690 b
Patience - buying time or stalling 2.3072 2.6124 A
Reversal - the lesser of two evils 2.1205 2.2829 *
Step by step 2.9699 3.1279
Win - Win 4.0723 4.2442
Level of
Signifi Z.- Critical Symbel

p<.l 1.64 *

p<.05 1.96 e

p<.0l 2.57 e

p <.001 3.27 g
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The Intuitive grouping showed far fewer significant differences than the other
groupings, with differences on eight tactics questions and two strategy questions. The
differences are shown in Table 20. Again the common differences appear within this
type grouping (High Ball, Low Ball, and Appeal to Patriotism), but others are notably
absent, specifically the Impose No Smoking Rule, and Pick and Choose the Best Deal.

The reason(s) for this absence were not able to be determined from the data.

Table 20

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE INTUITIVE TYPE GROUPING

(n=588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
High Ball offers 1.7846 2.2323 b
Low Ball offers 2.4769 1.9192 e
Appeal to patriotism 2.1692 1.8384 e
Massage opponent's ego 2.2462 2.6566 *-
Split the difference offers 2.8462 3.1515 g
Bogey - constrained by budget limits 2.7231 29798 *
Refer to the other side's past poor performance  2.7077 24343 *
Escalate to your boss 2.0308 2.3030 *
STRATEGY
Coverage - bottom lining 3.1077 3.4040 ‘ *
Participation/Involvement 3.5692 3.2828 *
Level of
Sienifi Z.- Critical Symbol

p<.l 1.64 .

p<.05 1.96 b

p<.0l 2.57 Ll

<.,001 3.27 hhig




The Thinkers as a grouping showed 23 significant differences between the two

segments of the population, 19 on tactics questions, and four on strategy questions. The
differences are shown in Table 21. The expected tactics are shown under this grouping.

While Deadlock the Negotiations shows as a statistically significant difference, it is also

accompanied by the Patience strategy, as it was under the Introvert (I) type grouping.

Table 21

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE THINKING TYPE GROUPING

(n = 588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Allow face saving exit 3.1792 3.5401 b
Deadlock the negotiations 1.9104 2.2068 bt
"Good guy - Bad guy" roles 2.1792 2.5093 s
High Ball offers 1.6179 2.2068 hh
Low Ball offers 2.3538 1.8765 A
Massage opponent's ego 2.2217 2.5741 et
Refer to your side's generosity 2.5330 2.3611 b
Split the difference offers 2.8821 3.2438 b
Appeal to patriotism 2.0802 1.8117 s
"OfT the record” discussions 1.5613 1.8086 s
Play hard to get 2.0047 2.2469 hid
Escalate to your boss 1.9528 2.1975 b
Call frequent caucuses 2.5755 2.7562 **
Pick and choose the best deals 2.7972 3.0463 e
Reverse auctioning 1.4623 1.6574 .
Change negotiators 14764 1.6049 b
Escalate to opponent's boss 2.2736 2.4074 *
Impose no smoking rule 2.2972 2.0185 *
Threaten to walk out 1.8208 1.9568 .
STRATEGY
Combination - the big pot 2.8160 3.1173 b
Coverage - bottom lining 3.0425 3.4691 s
Patience - buying time or stalling 24198 2.6543 b
Win - Win 4.0991 4.2685 -
Level of
Sienific Z - Critical Symbal

p<.l 1.64 *

p<.05 1.96 b

p<.01 2.57 s

p <.001 3.27 sase
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The Feeling grouping showed significantly lower differences between the
government and industry negotiators. Only four significant differences were recorded,
on three tactics questions and one strategy question. The results are shown in Table 22.
It is in this grouping that we show some interest, because of the lack of a few of the
expected tactics and strategies. Notable by their absence are the Low Ball, Impose No-
Smoking Rule, Pick and Choose the Best Deals, and Appeal to Patriotism tactics, and the
Patience strategy. In addition, the Feeling (F) group reverses the trend for government
negotiators to use the High Ball tactic less frequently than the industry negotiators. The
reason for this reversal is unknown. In light of the Feeler's need to empathize with
others, to share their pain and discomfort, and their desire to 'do the right thing' so as to
avoid alienating others, the fact that they did not differ on many tactics and strategies
might be indicative of the strength of their desire to consider the feelings of others. It is
interesting to note, however, that the Massage Opponent's Ego tactic was used more
often by the industry negotiators, as well as the Deliberately Leave Errors in Offers
tactic. No explanation is offered for this, as the data does not support a conclusion.

The Judging type grouping showed 16 questions where the government and
industry differed, 11 on tactics questions and 5 on strategy questions. The summary is
shown in Table 23. Here again, the Judging (J) group reversed what was expected in
terms of the expected significance of the High Ball and Low Ball tactics, with the
industry negotiators using these tactics more frequently than their government
counterparts.

The Perceiving type grouping showed 21 significant differences on the questions,
18 on tactics questions and 3 on stratecy questions. The summary of differences is
shown in Table 24. Here the expected tactics and strategies and their relationship to the

contracting environments (government versus industry) arise as expected.
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Table 22

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE FEELING TYPE GROUPING

(n = 588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Massage opponent's ego 2.2105 2.4242 b
Deliberately leave errors in offers 1.0526 1.3333 b
High Ball offers 1.5263 2.1515 b
STRATEGY
Limits 3.3158 2.9091 *
Level of
Sienifi Z - Critical Symbol

p<.l 1.64 .

p<.05 1.96 e

p<.01 2.57 b

p <.001 3.27 g

Summary

This chapter presented the results of the analyses of the data collected via the
survey questionnaire. It presented demographical data, as well as detailed reporting of
personality type distribution among contract negotiators, level of use of contract
negotiation tactics and strategies, and the results of the statistical tests described in
Chapter 3 Methodology in attempting to determine the relationship of personality type as
measured by the MBTT and contract negotiation tactics and/or strategies. The next

chapter will discuss the results, and render conclusions on the research hypotheses.
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Table 23

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE JUDGING TYPE GROUPING

(n=588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
High Ball offers 1.6491 2.0714 s
Low Ball offers 2.4561 1.7976 hid
Massage opponent's ego 2.1491 2.5833 b
Appeal to patriotism 2.1579 1.8393 i
Change negotiators 1.3947 1.6369 bt
*Good guy - Bad guy” roles 2.0088 2.4048 bl
Split the difference offers 29123 3.2321 e
Allow face saving exit 3.1053 3.4107 b
Pick and choose the best deals 2.7456 3.0714 .
Escalate to your boss 1.9561 22440 >
Negotiate with limited authority 1.5526 1.8214 .
STRATEGY
Coverage - bottom lining 3.0965 3.4048 s
Combination - the big pot 27719 3.0238 b
Limits 23772 2.6429 b
Win - Win 4.0175 4.2798 **
Patience - buying time or stalling 2.4211 2.6429 *
Level of
Signifi Z.- Critical Symbol

p<.1 1.64 .

p<.05 1.96 .

p<.01 2.57 e

p <.001 3.27 s
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Table 24

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS
AND STRATEGIES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT
NEGOTIATORS WITHIN THE PERCEIVING TYPE GROUPING

(n=588)
GOVT INDUSTRY LEVEL OF
TACTICS MEAN MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Play hard to get 1.9487 2.3069 e
Deadlock the negotiations 1.8974 2.2646 ks
High Ball offers 1.5726 2.3175 b
Allow face saving exit 3.3077 3.6402 b
Refer to your side's generosity 24274 2.8148 g
Reverse auctioning 1.4017 1.6878 e
Split the difference offers 2.9060 3.2222 b
Take it or leave it 2.0000 2.2963 b
Threaten to walk out 1.6923 1.9841 i
"My plane leaves at (time)!" 1.6752 2.0212 e
Appeal to patriotism 2.0085 1.7831 -
Low Ball offers 2.2051 1.9365 b
Massage opponent's ego 22222 2.5397 hahd
"Off the record” discussions 1.6514 1.9101 e
Refer to the other side’s past poor performance 2.5128 2.2646 had
Belabor fair and reasonable 2.2906 2.5185
Call frequent caucuses 2.5726 2.7725
Escalate to your boss 2.000 2.1958
STRATEGY
Coverage - bottom lining 2.9658 3.4921 e
Combination - the big pot 2.8205 3.1376 b
Patience - buying time or stalling 2.3846 2.6455 *
Level of
Siguifi Z - Critical Symbol

p<.l 1.64 .

p<.05 1.96 b

p<.01 2.57 b

p <.001 327 g
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Y. Conclusions

This chapter presents conclusions based on the results and analyses of the data
presented in the previous chapter. The conclusions are discussed by order of research
question. The research questions will present the hypotheses and conclusions based

upon the results and analyses from Chapter IV.

R h Objective Conclusi

The objectives of the research were to determine:

A) what negotiation tactics and strategies are used, and how often;

B) the relationship between government contract negotiators and industry
negotiators in terms of what tactics and strategies are used by each group, and

how often,;

C) if government contract negotiators, as a population, differ from their industry

counterparts in terms of psychological composition; and

D) the relationship, if one exists, between psychological type and the level of
use of certain negotiation tactics and/or strategies for both government and

industry negotiators.

The research objectives were met via the answering of the research questions. It was

established that various tactics and strategies are used by contract negotiators, and that

70

_'—



they are used in varying frequencie. It was determined that industry contract negotiators
report more frequent use of negotiation tactics and strategies than their government
counterparts (that is to say that industry contract negotiators recorded more responses in
the Sometimes, Frequently, and Always range than government negotiators).

It was also established that the government and industry negotiators are similar in terms
of personality type distribution (psychological composition), and that there is a
relationship between psychological type and frequency of use of certain negotiation
tactics and strategies.

Research Question One Conclusions. The first research question looked at which
negotiation tactics and strategies are used by contract negotiators, and how often. The
question was structured as exploratory, with no hypothesis offered. This question was
answered using descriptive statistics, specifically using mean, standard deviation, and
median. The tactics and strategies were ranked in descending order by their mean, with a
higher mean indicating that the tactic or strategy was used more often than those
following it.

The data show that a variety of negotiation tactics and strategies are used by
contract negotiators. The most often used tactics seem to be those that, while allowing
for the involved parties to maintain decorum and their sense of fair play, do no
necessarily make the best business sense. Non-confrontational tactics such as Allow
Face-Saving Exit (mean score = 3.3939, median = 3), Split the Difference (mean score =
3.0877, median = 3), Pick and Choose the Best Deals (mean score = 2.9522, median =
3), '‘Bogey’ - Constrained by Budget Limits (mean score = 2.7799, median = 1), and Refer
to Your Side's Generosity (mean score = 2,7065, median = 3) were used most often.
Although the mean scores are in the Sometimes and Seldom range, the standard
deviations indicate that many negotiators use the tactics more (and less) than the means

indicate. This is one reason the median scores were included in the analyses, to provide
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the reader with a more robust indicator of the sample population's responses to the
questions, as the median score indicates that point on the scale at which 50% of the
responses lie both above and below.

Negotiation tactics and strategies such as Adjust the Thermostat (mean score =
1.1483, median = 1), Deliberately Leave Errors on Offers (mean score = 1.2137, median
= 1), Personal Attack (mean score = 1.2504, median = 1), etc., came out at the very
bottom of the rankings (meaning that negotiators responded with either Never, Seldom or
Sometimes), indicating that the negotiators are very aware of the implication of using
tactics of this type. |

When negotiation strategies are examined, however, the mean scores for the
entire group rise. This could be because of the connotation of the word 'strategy’ versus
that of 'tactic', but the survey was not structured to provide this information.

The Win-Win strategy was shown to be the most often used negotiation strategy
for contract negotiators as a whole, with a mean score of 4.1738, and median score of 4,
and was similarly ranked by both government and industry negotiators when the two
groups were analyzed separately (see Research Question Four). While the Win-Win
strategy is used significantly more than the next closest strategy (significance at the
p=.0001 level), the following strategies are all close in their me~n scores, indicating the
negotiators use all of the strategies with varying frequency. In fact, all but the last two
ranked strategies (Surprise and Reversal), show a median score of 3 or above, indicating
that 50% of the respondent's use the strategies at least Sometimes or more frequently, and
the strategies of Win-Win and Statistics both have = median score of 4, indicating the
higher level of use by contract negotiators. The use of the Statistics strategy was ranked
as the second most often strategy used (mean score = 3.4019, median = 4). This might
be the result of the large representation of both government contract negotiators and

defense contractors in the sample. The nature of contracting with the United States
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Government, with its myriad contractual requirements (Cost Accounting Standards, Cost
and Pricing Data, etc.) would require contract negotiators to rely on statistical data in the
conducting of contract negotiations on government business.

In summary, it can be concluded that certain negotiation tactics are used by
contract negotiators, although not as often as negotiation strategies. Tactics that are
confrontational or could be construed as unethical are used very little, but the data
indicate that they are used. And finally, of the negotiation strategies offered to the
sample, the Win-Win strategy is clearly preferred and used more often than any other
negotiation strategy.

Research Question Two Conclusions, The second research question was used to
determine the distribution of personality types as measured by the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator. The question was designed to return a null hypothesis that the type
distribution of the sample would be the same as the general population, represented in
this case by the database from the SRI International Values and Lifestyle Program
Survey. A descriptive analysis was conducted to determine the type distribution for the
sample. Following this descriptive analysis, a statistical analysis using the standard chi-
squared (?) statistic to determine if the two groups were from the same population. Asa
result of the various analyses, the null hypothesis was rejected, and the alternate
hypothesis that the sample was not the same as the general population was accepted.

Descriptive Analysis Conclusions. As shown in Table 6 in Chapter IV,
66.1% of the sample population was represented by only four of the possible 16
personality types, ISTJ (24.1%), ISTP (16.1%), ESTP (12.6%), and ESTJ (13.2%).
One should note that the prevailing functional pair in those four types is the ST, or
Sensing - Thinking pair. This is further supported by the over-representation of the |
Sensing (S) types (71.6%), and of the Thinking (T) types (91.1%). Of those types least
often represented in the sample, ISFJ (0.5%), INFJ (0.5%), ISFP (0.8%), INFP (1.1%),
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ESFJ (1.0%), and ENFJ (0.16%), the functional pair IF, or Introverted - Feeling is the
least represented, accounting for only 2.9% of the sample. However, in light of the
drastic under-representation of the Feeling (F) type in the sample, it should not be
surprising to see an under-representation of any functional pair containing the Feeling ‘
(F) preference.

If the sample were drawn from the general population, it would be reasonable to
expect that the two would be similar in composition. This was clearly not the case. The
over- and under-representation of various types from the sample indicate that the
population of contract negotiators is clearly different than that of the population in
general. One would expect to find, for example, an approximately 70-30 percent split
between Judgment (J) and Perception (P) types in the sample if the sample in fact were
drawn from the general population SRI: 4-5). The sample however, showed 47%
Judging (J) to 53% Perceiving (P).

The Extraversion (£} - Introversion (1) dichotomy showed 41.6% Extraversion
(E) to 58.4% Introversion (I), and the Sensing (S) (71.6%) - Intuition (N) (28.4%) was
similar to the estimates given by Myers in Manual: A Guide to the Development and Use
of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1985:35). This approximates the
distribution for this dichotomy in the general population. However, when compared to
the SRI population, the sample (Thinking - 91.1%, Feeling 8.9%) is clearly different
from the SRI distribution on the Thinking (T) - Feeling (F) dichotomy. One reason for
this is the large percentage of female subjects in the SRI population, clearly canted
heavily towards the Feeling (F) preference. However, there were enough females in the
sample population that the Feeling (F) types should have been better represented. The
data clearly show that only 8.9% of tl}e survey respondents were of the Feeling (F)

preference, leading to the preliminary conclusion that the sample is significantly different
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from the general population. The next section will discuss the statistical analysis and
comparison of the sample to the general population.

Statistical Analysis Conclusions. Comparing the sample to the SRI
population estimate using the standard chi-squared statistic yielded the conclusion that
the difference between the two is statistically significant. When comparing the sample to
that of the SRI estimate, a chi-squared value of 246.8564 was received (d.f. = 15) for
males, and 536.9558 (d.f. = 15) for females. These values, when compared to the critical
test value of 37.70 (o = .001) show that the sample is not similar in type distribution to
the general population estimate, as personified by the SRI data. (A comparison with the
CAPT database shows a chi-squared value of 302.0412 for males, and 247.6875 for
females (d.f. = 15), indicating that the sample is significantly different from that estimate
also). Therefore, it can be concluded that the sample population is unique, and is not
representative of the general population as a whole. When the data were stratified by
employer and compared to the SRI estimate, the chi-squared analysis provided the same
conclusion: the personality type distribution of strata are significantly different than that
of the SRI estimate. A comparison of the strata to each other yielded the conclusion that
the two strata are not significantly different from one another in personality type
distribution (See Appendix K).

Research Question Three Conclusions, This question was structured to determine
the relationship, if one existed, between personality type as measured by the MBTI and
preferred negotiation tactics and strategies. The null hypothesis postulated that there are
no tactics or strategies that could be statistically related to an individual personality type
or preference, with the alternate hypothesis showing that there would be a relationship.
By using a paired z - test of hypothesis to compare each functional type (E, [, S, N, T, F,

], P), to the other types (E compared to the other functional preferences, etc.) it was
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possible to show that statistically significant differences do occur between personality
types. The null hypothesis was rejected.

The number of statistically significant differences between the Extravert (E) and
Introvert (I) numbered eight, with the strata differing on seven tactics and one strategy.
Of the tactics that were identified as statistically different, the Extraverted (E)
negotiators used all of them more often than the Introverted (I) negotiators. Only in the
use of one strategy (Patience - Buying Time or Stalling) did the Introverted (I)
negotiators use the strategy more often than the Extraverted (E) negotiators. The
analysis shows that the greatest number of differences between functional type were
between the Sensing (S) and Intuitive (N) types, showing that there were 14 statistically
differences between Sensing (S) and Intuitive (N) types on tactics, and five on strategies.
According to the data, it can be concluded that the Sensing (S) negotiator uses tactics and
strategies less than the Intuitive (N) negotiator. This is supported by the fact that of the
tactics where the difference between the two groups was statistically significant, on only
one tactic did the Sensing (S) negotiators use a tactic more often than the Intuitive (N)
negotiator, that being the Embarrass Your Opponent tactic.

The Thinking (T) - Feeling (F) dichotomy showed 10 differences on negotiation
tactics and strategies, seven on tactics and three on strategies. With the exception of the
Escalate to Your Boss tactic, the Thinking (T) negotiators used the tactics shown to
statistically different more often than the Feeling (F) negotiators, leading to the
conclusion that of the tactics where the two strata differ significantly, the Thinking (T)
negotiators are more likely to use the identified tactics than Feeling (F) negotiators. In
comparing use of strategies however, the Feeling (F) negotiator is more likely to use the
Limits and Statistics strategies that the Thinking (T) negotiator. Only on the Combination
- the Big Pot strategy did the Thinking (T) negotiator show a statistical difference with

the Feeling (F) negotiator.
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In the Judgment (J) - Perception (P) dichotomy, only four tactics, and no
strategies showed a statistical difference between the strata. Perceiving (P) negotiators
showed a higher frequency of use than the Judging (J)negotiators for the four tactics
where the groups were shown to be statistically different.

In summary, contract negotiators with the following functional type preferences
are more likely to use negotiation tactics and/or strategies than contract negotiators with
the dichotomous pairing: Introversion (1), Intuition (N), Thinking (T), and Perception
(P).

Research Question Four Conclusions, Research Question Four was structured to
identify any differences between the data as stratified by employer. The null hypothesis
was that there were no statistical differences between the frequency of use by
government contract negotiators versus industry contract negotiators. The alternate
hypothesis would indicate that there is a statistically significant difference between the
two strata. This research question was answered using both descriptive analysis (ranking
of the mean scores by strata), and a statistical analysis using the standard paired z - test to
determine statistical differences between the strata. The null hypothesis was rejected.

Descriptive Analysis Conclusions. When the data were stratified by
employer, the rankings of the mean scores for negotiation tactics showed that industry
negotiators clearly use tactics more frequently than their government counterparts.
Whether this is due to a difference in training between the two groups, or caused by the
rigid conditions under which government contract negotiators must conduct their
negotiations is not known, but one can surmise that either scenario is plausible. The
tactics used by both groups differed very little for the top seven strategies. The level of
use, however, showed that of the top ten ranked negotiation tactics, the industry
negotiators used their favorite (or preferred) tactics more often that the government

negotiators. The industry negotiators used their top five tactics more frequently than the
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government negotiators, however, the bottom five tactics as ranked by the industry group
were used less than the government's last five tactics.

When looking at negotiation strategies used most often by the two groups, it can
be seen that there is general agreement as to the relative rankings within thé two strata as
to which negotiation strategies are used more often. However, when looking at the
frequency of use as indicated by the mean scores of each strata, in only one case do
government contract negotiators use a particular strategy (the Limits strategy) more often
than their industry counterparts.

The frequency of use by the respective strata on both tactics and strategy leads to
the preliminary conclusion that the two strata are significantly different. However, the
use of a statistical analysis was conducted to quantify the differences.

Statistical Apalysis Conclusions. A paired z - test statistic was used to
determine statistically significant differences in the two strata. Twenty out of 33
negotiation tactics and five of eleven negotiation strategies showed a statistically
significant difference between government and industry contract negotiators.

The two strata differed on a variety of the tactics, but only on three did the
government negotiators indicate more frequent use of tactics; Appeal to Patriotism, Low
Ball Offers, and Impose No-Smoking Rule. These three amay be viewed as related to the
government contracting environment. The Appeal to Patriotism tactic does not likely
fare well in the industry environment, as civilian firms do not traditionallly draw upon
nationalistic emotion, whereas the government's foundation is built upon patriotism.
Low-Ball Offers can be explained as the result of the government seldom being in a
position of providing services or goods to the highest bidder. More frequently, the
government is soliciting services or goods and seeks the most fair and reasonable price
possible. And finally, Impose No-Smoking Rule is logical in light of the federal

government's ban on smoking in federal government buildings.
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On all the remaining statistically different tactics industry negotiators showed a
higher frequency of use of negotiation tactics. Those tactics significant at the o = .001
level, Allow Face Saving Exit, Appeal to Patriotism, Deadlock the Negotiations, 'Good
Guy - Bad Guy' Roles, High Ball Offers, Low Ball Offers, Massage Opponent's Ego,
Refer to Your Side's Generosity, and Split the Difference Offers all showed a mean score
for one (or sometimes both) strata indicating that the tactics are used more than Se/dom
by contract negotiators of one or both strata.

In examining the negotiation strategies where a statistically significant difference
was shown, the industry contract negotiators again indicated they use the strategies more
often than their government counterparts, with the exception of the Limits strategy,
which may be traced back to the highly structured world of government contracting. It is
interesting to note that the industry negotiators indicated that the Patience - Buying Time
or Stalling strategy was used more often than the government negotiators. This may be
explained with the knowledge that the government contract negotiators typically have a
program manager interested in getting the requirement on contract as soon as possible.

In summary, it has been shown that there are statistically significant differences
between government and industry contract negotiators in terms of how often certain
negotiation tactics and strategies are used, and that some of the differences may be
explained by the environment in which the negotiator must function in the performance
of his or her day-to-day job. Overall, industry negotiators use both tactics and strategies
more often than their government counterparts. The impact of this difference in
frequency of use is unknown, and is a candidate for further study.

Research Question Five Conclusions. This question was structured to determine
if there were differences between government and industry contract negotiators in any
relationships that were established between personality type as measured by the MBTI

and how often each strata used certain negotiation tactics and strategies. A null
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hypothesis was established that hypothesized no difference existed, such that both

government and industry contract negotiators would show the same relationships
between personality type and how often certain negotiation tactics and strategies were
used. Because there was inadequate representation of all 16 personality types, the data
were stratified into the eight functional preference types (E, I, S, N, T, F, J, P), and then
further stratified by employer (government versus industry) to conduct the paired z - test.

The null hypothesis was rejected. Results of the tests of hypothesis showed that
the government differed significantly on all of the personality types from the industry
strata, with the exception of the Feeling (F) types. The Feeling (F) types showed
statistically significant differences on only three tactics and one strategy. This type will
be discussed in more detail later in this section.

The Extraverts (E) displayed 11 significant differences between the government
and industry strata, eight tactics and three strategies. For the eight tactj;_:s that differed,
the government used three of the eight more often than their industry counterparts: Low
Ball Offers, Appeal to Patriotism, and Impose No Smoking Rule. The more frequent use
by government negotiators of these tactics are explained in the previous section.

The Introverts (I) reflected the largest number of statistically significant
differences between the two strata. Government and industry negotiators differed on 21
tactics and five strategies. For the two tactics shown to be statistically different, the
government negotiators indicated that they use the particular tactics more often than their
industry counterparts (4ppeal to Patriotism and Low Ball Offers). For the negotiation
tactics where both strata reported that the frequency of use was low, there were
statistically significant differences between the two groups. The two strata differed on
five strategies, and again the government negotiators reported a much lower frequency of

use than the industry negotiators.
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The Sensing (S) strata reported 19 statistically significant differences on tactics
and six on strategies. In this grouping, a tactic that had not shown a significant
difference on any other type appeared, Negotiate with Limited Authority. For this
particular tactic, government negotiators indicated they used the tactic more than their
industry counterparts.

The Intuitive (I) scale showed statistically significant differences on eight tactics
questions and two strategy questions. Here the government negotiators showed that they
were more willing to use tactics and strategies than other government types thus far
discussed, using three of eight tactics and one of two strategies more often than their
industry counterparts. The one tactic that government negotiators indicated more
frequent use was Refer to Other Side's Past Poor Performance.

The Thinking (T) type grouping showed 19 statistically significant differences on
tactics and four on strategy questions. Again, the industry negotiators reported more
frequent use for the majority (all but three) of the tactics and strategies than government
negotiators. On the strategy questions, industry negotiators indicated that they used all of
the strategies showed to be statistically different more often than the government
negotiators.

The Feeling (F) type grouping showed only four significant differences, three on
tactics and one strategy. None of the tactics were used more often by government
negotiators, however, the government negotiators did indicate that they used the Limits
strategy more often than the industry negotiators.

The Judging (J) type grouping differed on 11 tactics and five strategies. Like the
other groupings, this showed that government negotiators used on the Appeal to
Patriotism and Low Ball Offers tactics and Limits strategies more often than the industry

negotiators.
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Finally, the Perceiving (P) type grouping showed differences on eighteen tactics,
and three strategies. Like the previous groupings, government negotiators showed more
frequent use on only three tactics, and no strategies.

Table 25 presents a summary of the statistically significant differences for all
functional type groupings as related to individual negotiation tactics, and Table 26
presents a summary of statistically significant differences for all functional type
groupings as related to individual negotiation strategies.

Summary of Research Ouestions Conclusions, This chapter presented
conclusions based upon analysis of the data presented in Chapter IV. From the data, it
can be seen that contract negotiators use the identified negotiation tactics and strategies.
The most often used tactics are Allow Face Saving Exit, Split the Difference, Pick and
Choose the Best Deals, 'Bogey’ - Constrained by Budget Limits, Refer to Your Side's
Generosity, Call Frequent Caucuses, Belabor Fair and Reasonable, Massage
Opponent's Ego, Refer to the Other Side's Past Poor Performance, and Good Guy - Bad
Guy Roles. Conversely, the sample indicated that they did not use other negotiation
tactics as often. The least used tactics are Adjust the thermostat, Deliberately Leave
Errors in Offfers, Personal Attack, Deliberately Expose Notes or Working Papers,
Embarrass Your Opponent, Change Negotiators, Reverse Auctioning, Off the Record
Discussion, Negotiate With Limited Authority, and Ask for Excessive Amounts of Data.
Of the negotiation strategies, the sample indicated that all were used more than Seldom,
and in fact all but two were used more than Sometimes. The negotiation strategies most
often used are Win-Win and Statistics, with the least used being Reversal and Surprise.

In looking at the personality type distribution of contract negotiators, it was found
that the negotiators have a unique distribution, heavilx_fgvoﬁng the ST (Sensing-
Thinking) functional grouping, with a marked under-representation of Feeling (F) types.

This distribution is similar to that found in Johnstone's study (Johnstone, 1986). The

82




sample was compared to the general population as personified by the SRI database, and
found to be statistically different from the general population.

In analyzing the relationship between personality type and frequency of use of
negotiation tactics and strategies, it was found that statistical differences exist between
the different functional type preferences (E-1,S-N, T-F, J-P).

When analyzing the differences between government and industry negotiators in
terms of frequency of use of negotiation tactics and strategies, it was established that
industry negotiators used tactics and strategies more often than their government
counterparts across the board. Ranking the mean scores of the ten most frequently used
tactics and strategies by both strata yielded little significant difference in terms of which
tactics were used most often by the two strata. Statistically significant differences were
established between government and industry negotiators on 20 out of 33 tactics, and 5
out of eleven strategies, leading to the conclusion that the two groups are not the same in
terms of how often each tactic or strategy is used.

It was also found that in every personality functional type grouping (Extraverts,
Introverts, Sensing, Intuitive, Thinking, Feeling, Judging, and Perceiving) there were
statistically significant differences between government and industry contract negotiators
on how often particular negotiation tactics and strategies were used, with the largest

number of differences in the Introverts, Sensing, Thinking, and Perceiving groups.

C jecti lusi
Overall, the research objectives were satisfied. It was possible to identify what
negotiation tactics and strategies are used most often by contract negotiators, and often
they are used. What tactics are used and how often they are used was also determined

when the data were stratified by employer (government versus industry). It was
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Table 25

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY CONTRACT

NEGOTIATORS IN NEGOTIATION TACTICS AS RELATED TO PERSONALITY TYPE
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determined that contract negotiators differ from the general population in terms of
personality type. When the data were stratified by employer, both strata similarly were
significantly different from the general population. Finally, it was determined that
certain personality functional type groupings differed from their dichotomous partner in
terms of how often a particular negotiation tactic or strategy were used. The next chapter

will present recommendations for further study.
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Overview

The purpose of this research was to determine differences between government
and industry contract negotiators in terms of what negotiation tactics and strategies are
used, how often they are used, and the relationship of personality type, as measured by
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, to use of negotiation tactics and strategies. This
chapter will present recommendations to various bodies for the use of the information
gathered in the course of this research, and in some cases recommendations for future
research. Recommendations are provided for the contracting profession in general, the
National Contract Management Association (NCMA), government and industry contract

negotiators in specific, and finally, the Association for Psychological Testing (APT).

The C ine Professi
This research established the fact that negotiation tactics and strategies are used
by contract negotiators, in both government and industry. The impact of the use of the
various tactics and strategies, however, is unknown. A study to examine the relationship
between tactic or strategy used and negotiation outcome would provide invaluable
information to contract negotiators. It would then be possible to pick appropriate

negotiation tactics or strategies that would ensure a more favorable outcome.

National C ‘M ¢ .
The National Contract Management Association has made large inroads into the

education of its members in terms of negotiation and the use of tactics and strategies.

However, as this research showed, some tactics are used that are clearly not in the best

interests of either party in a negotiation, such as Personal Attack and Embarrass Your
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Opponent. While the mean scores indicating frequency of use of the particular tactics
were low (less than 2.0), there were individual contract negotiators that indicated that
they used the tactic more than Sometimes. This indicates that some NCMA members are
choosing to ignore the valuable training provided by NCMA in their educational
workshops, or some members did not partake of the training. In any case, it is in the best
interests of the NCMA to continue its aggressive stance on education in terms of
negotiation. A well educated membership reflects on the organization. We recommend
that NCMA consider an annual training workshop on negotiation, and in particular, on

the use of negotiation tactics and strategies and the conducting of negotiations.

19} izati

. Congressional and Presidential Commissions findings to the contrary, this
research found that government contract negotiators, while less experienced than their
industry counterparts, are better trained on negotiation. This research also found that
government negotiators are likely to use certain negotiation tactics and strategies, in
particular those that are government unique, such as Appeal to Patriotism, High Ball
versus Low Bull tactics, along with the Win-Win and Statistics strategies. However, with
the exception of a few of the negotiation tactics and strategies that are specific to the
government such as those listed above, government negotiators across the board used
tactics and strategies less frequently than their industry counterparts. It would benefit
government contracting agencies if it were possible to identify what tactics and strategies
are effectively used in certain scenarios, and also to identify their impact on final contract
settlement. We also strongly recommend that government organizations use the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator in building their negotiation teams. This research established that
negotiation tactics and strategies differ between personality functional types. Negotiators

will be better off in conducting a negotiation if the negotiator understands what
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preferences the person sitting across the table has, and can understand the reasons behind

his or her opponent.

ting Organization
Like the previous recommendation to government contracting organizations, we
strongly recommend that organizations entering into large negotiations use team-building
exercises with the MBTI to enhance their understandings of the differences between the
people they are likely to deal with. In addition, until this study, the body of knowledge
concerning industry contract negotiators was severely lacking in information regarding
industry contract negotiators as a population. This research examined the differences
- between government and industry negotiators, but much more information is necessary to

understand the unique relationship that the government and industry organizations have.

In conducting this research, it was necessary to choose an existing database

holding MBTI type distributions to which the sample could be compared. It was
apparent to the research team that no matter which database was chosen, the Center for
Applications of Psychological Type (CAPT), the SRI International Values and Lifestyles
Program (VALS) Sample, or one of the Myers samples, each databank holds a measure
of bias, and the effects of that bias hold any research liable for criticism. We recommend
that the Center for Applications of Psychological T'ype or the Association of
Psychological Type start a new databank, if one has not already been, that will more
accurately represent not only the inhabitants of the United States, but of other countries

as well.
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R ndations for F Researc

Much data were accumulated in the course of this research. It was not possible in
the limited time available to the research team to conduct more in-depth analyses to
determine the effects of the either dominant or auxiliary personality type function on use
of negotiation tactics (.)r strategies, or the effect of paired functions on use of negotiation
tactics or strategies. Also, data reporting the rank-ordering of preferred tactics and
strategies was gathered, but not used in this research. It is possible that significant
knowledge can be gained in both the contracting and psychological testing professions by

conducting analyses of the aforementioned topics.

Summary

This chapter has presented recommendations for various organizations for the use
of information gathered in the course of this research, and in some instances offered

recommendations for future research.
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Appendix A: Definition of Negotiation Tactics and Strategies Used In
This Research

Note: The numbers next to each of the tactics and strategies correspond to the
survey question number. Definitions for the various tactics and strategies are
those of the researchers, unless otherwise noted.

TACTIC: ANY SPECIFIC ACTION, WORDS, OR GESTURES DESIGNED
TO ACHIEVE BOTH AN IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVE (such as countering an
action by the other negotiating party) AND THE ULTIMATE OBJECTIVE OF
A PARTICULAR STRATEGY (Catlin & Faenza, 1985:7).

(9) Adjust the thermostat: Adjust the heating or cooling in the room so as to make one's
counterparts uncomfortable.

(10) Allow face-saving exit: Allowing a small concession so as to avoid embarrassing
the opponent (Karass, 1974:64-66).

(11) Appeal to patriotism: Appealing to the opponent for consideration based on the
love for country or cause.

(12) Ask for excessive amounts of data: Ask for excessive amounts of data to either
stall, or intimidate your opponent.

(13) "Belabor” Fair and Reasonable: Capitalize on the dissimilar values of your
opponent to your benefit (Karass, 1974:66-67).

(14) "Bogey”—constrained by Budget Limits: This is all I've got . . . and I can't get any
more (Karass, 1974:18).

(15) Call frequent caucuses: Adjourn to discuss an item or item with colleagues. Can
be used as a stalling tactic (Karass, 1974:31).

(16) Change negotiators: Change negotiators in an attempt to throw the other party off
balance (Karass, 1974:33).

(17) Pick and choose the best deals (Karass, 1974:34-35).

(18) Deadlock the negotiations: Purposefully bring the negotiations to a halt in an
attempt to maximize your position, or to weaken your opponent's (Karass, 1974:48).

(19) Deliberately leave errors in offers: Intentionally try to entrap your opponent by
leaving errors favorable to your position in an offer to your opponent (Karass, 1974:52).

(20) Deliberately expose notes or working papers: Intentionally leave your notes or
working papers in full view of your opponent, with actual or disguised data exposed,
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with the intention of strengthening your position, or misleading your opponent (Karass,
1974:104).

(21) Embarrass your opponent: Embarrass your opponent for the express purpose of
gaining a tactical advantage during the negotiation (Karass, 1974:145-146).

(22) Escalate to opponent'’s boss: Go over your opponent's head in an attempt to resolve
a negotiation issue (Karass, 1974:58-62).

(23) Escalate to your boss: Defer a negotiation item that your are authorized to deal
with, to your boss in an attempt to gain an advantage over your opponent (Karass,
1974:58-62).

(24) "Good-guy-bad-guy” roles: Use a team-mate in a role-playing scenario in which
one person assume the part of a disagreeable, volatile personality, while you play the
agreeable, malleable personality, in an attempt to gain a concession from your opponent
(Karass, 1974:79).

(25) "High-Ball” offers: Submit a bid or offer that you know is higher than is
warranted (Karass, 1974:107-108).

(26) Impose No-smoking rule: Prohibit smoking on the premises during a negotiation
to gain a psychological advantage over your opponent.

(27) "Low-Ball” offfers: Submit a bid or offer that you know is lower than is warranted
(Karass, 1974:105-107).

(28) Make an offer they must refuse: Make an offer to your opponent that you know
they are incapable of accepting, regardless of the situation (Karass, 1974:107).

(29) Massage opponent's ego: Assume a fawning role in an attempt to play to your
opponent's ego, and gain a psychological advantage.

(30) "Must be on contract by (date)!": Place an artificial deadline on your opponent in
an attempt to gain an advantage (Karass, 1974:44-47).

(31) "My plane leaves at (time) o'clock!": Place an artificial deadline on your opponent
in an attempt to gain an advantage (Karass, 1974:44-47).

(32) Negotiate with limited authority: Enter intc negotiations will full knowledge that
you are not authorized to commit your organization or company to contract (Karass,
1974:96-97).

(33) "Off-the-record” discussion: Attempt to discuss negotiation items informally with
your opponent with the express intent of using the information against your opponent at a
later date (Karass, 1974:134).
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(34) Personal attack: Attempt to place your opponent at a psychological disadvantage
through use of comments, actions, etc., that reflect on the character or person of your
opponent, placing him or her on the defensive (Karass, 1974:145).

(35) Play hard to get: Intentionally delay coming to a resolution (playing coy) with your
opponent in an attempt to resolve a conflict in your favor (Karass, 1974:80-81).

(36) Refer to the other side's past poor performance: Attempt to emphasize the
opponents poor performance record in an attempt to parlay that record into an advantage.

(37) Refer to your side’s generosity: Point out to you opponent the generous offer you
have on the table, even if it is really not advantageous for your opponent.

(38) Reverse auctioning: Used by a buyer, it is trying to get competing sellers bidding
against each other, offering concessions and lowering prices in a attempt to win a
contract (Karass, 1974:178-180).

(39) "Split-the-difference” offers: Splitting the difference, either monetarily, or with
other negotiable items, in an attempt to come to contract terms expeditiously (Karass,
1974:200). -

(40) "Take-it-or-leave-it": Making a final offer to an opponent with the impression
that this is your last offer, knowing that you will not walk away from the negotiation
table (Karass, 1974:217-219).

(41) Threaten to walk out: Threaten to break off negotiations, with the express intention
of not actually leaving the negotiation table, in an attempt to weaken your opponent's
position (Karass, 1974:118-119).

STRATEGY: AN ORGANIZED PLAN OR APPROACH TO NEGOTIATIONS
FROM AN OVERALL PERSPECTIVE WHICH MAY BE COMPRISED OF
ONE OR MORE THAN ONE TACTIC (Catlin & Faenza, 1985:7).

(42) COMBINATION (THE "BIG POT"): Introducing many issues at one time,
using "throw-away" points to get major concessions (Karass, 1974:14).

(43) COVERAGE ("BOTTOM-LINING"): Negotiating on total cost/price basis
versus item-by-item (NCMA Negotiation Procedures, 198 :V-20).

(44) DEFINITE ACTION ("TESTING THE WATERS"): Taking a definite

position forcing the opposition to either accept or reject your position (NCMA
Negotiation Procedures, 198 :V-20)
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(45) LIMITS: Using authority, time, budget, or other limits to pressure
concessions from the opposition (Karass, 1974:11, 96-97, 44-47, 18-20;
Nierenberg, 1986:165-166).

(46) PARTICIPATION/INVOLVEMENT: Designing the team composition to
narrow or broaden the areas of negotiation (use of experts, for example) (Karass,
1974:77-78; Nierenberg, 1986:167-169).

(47) PATIENCE ("BUYING TIME OR STALLING"): Using delay TACTICS
to prolong consideration of an issue or to counter a time limit STRATEGY
(Karass, 1974:142-143; Nierenberg, 1986:157).

(48) SURPRISE: Any unexpected action to gain acceptance of a point or obtain
concessions from the opposition (Karass, 1974:214-216; Nierenberg, 1986:157-
159).

(49) REVERSAL ("THE LESSER OF EVILS"): Presenting increasingly more
rigid demands forcing the opposition to accept a lesser (preceding or following)
offer--your true objective (Nierenberg; 1986:162-165).

(50) STATISTICS: ("FIGURES DON'T LIE"): Using learning curves, trend
analysis, or historical records as the primary support for your position (Karass,
1974:206-207).

(51) STEP-BY-STEP: Presenting a series of acceptable minor points to obtain a
major concession; also used to counter "The Bottom Line" STRATEGY (Karass,
1974:121-123; Nierenberg, 1986:175-176).

(52) WIN-WIN: The two parties are best served by working together to identify

and solve the problems that hinder reaching agreement (Reck & Long, 1987:1-
103; Fuller, 1991:86-88).
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Appendix B: Myers-Briggs Type Table

ISEJ

INF]

INTJ
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Appendix C: Questionnaire on Negotiaticn Tactics and Strategies
PART I, Section 1

Negotiating TACTICS and STRATEGIES Questionnaire

General Introduction and Instructions

This portion of the survey is in two parts. PART I, Section 1 requests general
information about your age, sex, ethnic background, employer, experience, and
education. No information about your name, social security number, or other
identifying data is requested. This data will be used for conducting statistical
analysis of the answers you provide to the questions in Sections 2 and 3.

PART I, Sections 2 anc 3 contain questions requesting you to indicate how often
you use certain negotiating TACTICS and STRATEGIES while negotiating
contracts.

For PART I of this survey, please use the PURPLE computer grading sheet
marked "AFIT Form 11B, Jan 85" in the lower lefi-hand corner.

PART II of the survey is a modified version of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicato-
questionnaire. This portion of the survey is used to determine your personal
tendencies and traits.

For PART II of this survey, please use the GREEN computer grading sheet
marked "AFIT Form 114, Jan 85" in the lower left-hand corner.

Information gathered in PART II of this survey will be used to determine if a
relationship exists between an individual's personality type and his or her
preferred negotiation strategies and ta. :ics.

Your participation in this survey is vital to the success of our research, which will
provide valuable information tv the contracting community. Please take the time
to answer the survey completely, and return it using the labeled envelope
provided.

Thank you for your time.

JOHN HEBERT, CAPT, USAF ALAN MEADE, GS-12
Researcher Researcher
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PART I, SECTION 1-GENERAL INFORMATION

Please fill in the number indicating your answers to the following questions:
1. Age:

1. <25 years old

2. 26-35 years old
3. 36-45 years old
4. 46-55 years old
5. over 55 years old

2. Sex:

1. Male
2. Female

3. Ethnic Group:

1. Caucasian

2. Black

3. Hispanic

4. Oriental

5. Other (please fill in)

4. Employer:

1. Federal Government
2. State Government

3. Local Government

4. Private Industry

5. Other (please fill in)

5. Total number of years in contracting:

0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-25 years
over 25 years

R
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6. Please indicate the highest level of formal education you have attained:

1. High School Graduate

2. College, non-baccalaureate degree

3. Bachelor's degree

4. Master's or professional degree (J.D., etc.)
5. Doctorate degree

7. Please indicate the total number of hours of formal training that you have
received in negotiation:

0-20 hours
21-40 hours
41-60 hours
61-80 hours
over 80 hours

hlP ol ol

8. In your current position, what percentage of your time is spent in
conducting and managing contract negotiations?

75% or more

More than 50% and less than 75%

More than 25% and less than 50%

More than 1% and less than 25%

I do not conduct or manage contract negotiations in my present position.

el
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PART I, SECTION 2 --NEGOTIATING TACTICS AND STRATEGIES

DIRECTIONS

The following questions ask you to indicate how often you use the various
negotiating TACTICS and STRATEGIES. These TACTICS and STRATEGIES
were selected from publications by Chester L. Karras, the National Contract
Management Association's iati Procedure trategi rainin
Manual, and other sources. While no two sources agree on all types of TACTICS
or STRATEGIES, features of the approaches from these publications were
combined. The following definitions are used in this questionnaire and are
presented here to aid you in understanding the questions.

TACTIC: ANY SPECIFIC ACTION, WORDS, OR GESTURES DESIGNED
TO ACHIEVE BOTH AN IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVE (such as countering an
action by the other negotiating party) AND THE ULTIMATE OBJECTIVE OF
A PARTICULAR STRATEGY.

STRATEGY: AN ORGANIZED PLAN OR APPROACH TO NEGOTIATIONS
FROM AN OVERALL PERSPECTIVE WHICH MAY BE COMPRISED OF
ONE OR MORE THAN ONE TACTIC.

No positive or negative connotations have been assigned to the TACTICS and
STRATEGIES listed, and no such connotation will be attributed to those who
complete this survey.

Please answer the questions by indicating how often (l-never, 2-seldom, 3-
sometimes, 4-frequently, or 5-always) you use this particular TACTIC when you
negotiate. The number in parentheses corresponds to the question number for
your answer sheet, i.e. (/) should be answered in the space provided for answer 1
on the answer sheet, (2) should be answered for number 2, and so on.

(9) Adjust the thermostat: Adjust the heating or cooling in the room so as to

make one's counterparts uncomfortable.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 S

(10) Allow face-saving exit: Allowing a small concession so as to avoid

embarrassing the opponent.
NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5




(11) Appeal to patriotism: Appealing to the opponent for consideration based on
the love for country or cause.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 S

(12) Ask for excessive amounts of data: Ask for excessive amounts of data to
either stall, or intimidate your opponent.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(13) "Belabor" Fair and Reasonable: Capitalize on the dissimilar values of
your opponent to your benefit.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(14) "Bogey"~—constrained by Budget Limits: This is all I've got . . . and I can't
get any more.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(15) Call frequent caucuses: Adjourn to discuss an item or item with colleagues.
Can be used as a stalling tactic.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(16) Change negotiators: Change negotiators in an attempt to throw the other
party off balance.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 S

(17) Pick and choose the best deals

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5
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(18) Deadlock the negotiations: Purposefully bring the negotiations to a halt in
an attempt to maximize your position, or to weaken your opponent's.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(19) Deliberately leave errors in offfers: Intentionally try to entrap your opponent
by leaving errors favorable to your position in an offer to your opponent.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(20) Deliberately expose notes or working papers: Intentionally leave your notes
or working papers in full view of your opponent, with actual or disguised data
exposed, with the intention of strengthening your position, or misleading your
opponent.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(21) Embarrass your opponent: Embarrass your opponent for the express
purpose of gaining a tactical advantage during the negotiation.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 )

(22) Escalate to opponent's boss: Go over your opponent's head in an attempt to
resolve a negotiation issue.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(23) Escalate to your boss: Defer a negotiation item that your are authorized to
deal with, to your boss in an attempt to gain an advantage over your opponent.

NEVER SELDOM = SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5
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(24) "Good-guy-bad-guy" roles: Use a team-mate in a role-playing scenario in
which one person assume the part of a disagreeable, volatile personality, while
you play the agreeable, malleable personality, in an attempt to gain a concession
from your opponent.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(25) "High-Ball” offers: Submit a bid or offer that you know is higher than is
warranted.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(26) Impose No-smoking rule: Prohibit smoking on the premises during a
negotiation to gain a psychological advantage over your opponent.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
] 2 3 4 5

(27) "Low-Ball” offers: Submit a bid or offer that you know is lower than is
warranted.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(28) Make an offer they must refuse: Make an offer to your opponent that you
know they are incapable of accepting, regardless of the situation.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(29) Massage opponent's ego: Assume a fawning role in an attempt to play to
your opponent's ego, and gain a psychological advantage.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5
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(30) "Must be on contract by (date)!": Place an artificial deadline on your
opponent in an attempt to gain an advantage.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(31) "My plane leaves at (time) o'clock!": Place an artificial deadline on your
opponent in an attempt to gain an advantage.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 S

(32) Negotiate with limited authority: Enter into negotiations will full
knowledge that you are not authorized to commit your organization or company
to contract.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(33) "Off-the-record” discussion: Attempt to discuss negotiation items
informally with your opponent with the express intent of using the information
against your opponent at a later date.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(34) Personal attack: Attempt to place your opponent at a psychological
disadvantage through use of comments, actions, etc., that reflect on the character-
or person of your opponent, placing him or her on the defensive.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(35) Play hard to get: Intentionally delay coming to a resolution (playing coy)
with your opponent in an attempt to resolve a conflict in your favor.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 S
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(36) Refer to the other side’s past poor performance: Attempt to emphasize the
opponents poor performance record in an attempt to parlay that record into an
advantage.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(37) Refer to your side’s generosity: Point out to you opponent the generous
offer you have on the table, even if it is really not advantageous for your
opponent.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(38) Reverse auctioning: Used by a buyer, it is trying to get competing sellers
bidding against each other, offering concessions and lowering prices in a attempt
to win a contract.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(39) "Split-the-difference” offers: Splitting the difference, either monetarily, or
with other negotiable items, in an attempt to come to contract terms
expeditiously.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(40) "Take-it-or-leave-it": Making a final offer to an opponent with the
impression that this is your last offer, knowing that you will not walk away from
the negotiation table.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(41) Threaten to walk out: Threaten to break off negotiations, with the express
intention of nnt actually leaving the negotiation table, in an attempt to weaken
your opponent's position.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5
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NEGOTIATION TACTICS

Adjust the thermostat
Allow face-saving exit
Appeal to patriotism
. Ask for lots of data
"Belabor" fair and reasonable
"Bogey" -~ constrained by budget limits
. Call frequent caucuses
. Change negotiators
I. Pick and choose the best deals
J. Deadlock the negotiations
Deliberately leave errors in offers
Deliberately expose notes or working papers
. Embarrass your opponent
Escalate to opponent's boss
Escalate to your boss
"Good Guy/Bad Guy" roles
"High-Ball" offers
Impose a No-Smoking rule
"Low-Ball" offers
Make an offer they must refuse
Massage opponent's ego
"Must be on contract by (date)!"
. "My plane leaves at (time)!"
X. Negotiate with limited authority
Y. "Oft-the-record” discussions
Z. Personal attack
. Play hard to get
Refer to the other side's past poor performance
Refer to your side's generosity
. Reverse auctioning
"Split the difference” offers
"Take it or leave it"
. Threaten to walk out

E<CHUROTOZEN AN ZAMMUN® >

EERBRES
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Rank - Ordering Negotiation Tactics.

For this portion of the survey, you will be asked to indicate your preference of your top
three and bottom three negotiation tactics in relation to each other. Please fill in the
appropriate letter from the list on the facing page in the space provided below for your
TOP THREE negotiation tactics.

L.

2.

3.

Please fill in the appropriate letter from the list on the facing page in the space provided
below for your BOTTOM THREE negotiation tactics.

1.

2.
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PART I, SECTION 3--NEGOTIATION STRATEGY

The questions below are a sample of negotiating STRATEGIES cited by several
authors on the subject. Please answer the questions by indicating how often (1-
never, 2-seldom, 3-sometimes, 4-frequently, or S-always) you use this particular
STRATEGY when you negotiate. The number in parentheses corresponds to the
question number for your answer sheet, i.e. (1) should be answered in the space
provided for answer 1 on the answer sheet, (2) should be answered for number 2,
and so on.

(42) COMBINATION (THE "BIG POT"): Introducing many issues at one time,
using "throw-away" points to get major concessions.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(43) COVERAGE ("BOTTOM-LINING"): Negotiating on total cost/price basis
versus item-by-item.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(44) DEFINITE ACTION ("TESTING THE WATERS"): Taking a definite
position forcing the opposition to either accept or reject your position.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(45) LIMITS: Using authority, time, budget, or other limits to pressure
concessions from the opposition.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 S

(46) PARTICIPATION/INVOLVEMENT: Designing the team composition to
narrow or broaden the areas of negotiation (use of experts, for example).

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5
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(47) PATIENCE ("BUYING TIME OR STALLING"): Using delay TACTICS
to prolong consideration of an issue or to counter a time limit STRATEGY.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(48) SURPRISE: Any unexpected action to gain acceptance of a point or obtain
concessions from the opposition.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(49) REVERSAL ("THE LESSER OF EVILS"): Presenting increasingly more
rigid demands forcing the opposition to accept a lesser (preceding or following)
offer--your true objective.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 S

(50) STATISTICS: ("FIGURES DON'T LIE"): Using learning curves, trend
analysis, or historical records as the primary support for your position.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(51) STEP-BY-STEP: Presenting a series of acceptable minor points to obtain a
major concession; also used to counter "The Bottom Line"” STRATEGY.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5

(52) WIN-WIN: The two parties are best served by working together to identify
and solve the problems that hinder reaching agreement.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5
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Rank - Ordering Negotiation Strategies

For this portion of the survey, you will be asked to indicate your preference of
your top three negotiation strategies in relation to each other. Using the letter
code next to each strategy from the previous page, please write the letter code of
your three favorite negotiation strategies below.

1.

2.

3.

Using the letter code next to each strategy from the previous page, please write
the letter code of your three LEAST favorite negotiation strategies below

1.

2.

3.

END OF PART I

Please complete PART 1I, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. When you are
finished with PART II, please place the questionnaires, AND BOTH ANSWER
SHEETS in the stamped, pre-addressed envelope provided, and place in the mail.
We would like to take this time to thank you for your participation in this survey,
and want you to know that your participation has been very valuable in the
gathering of this information that will expand the body of knowledge dealing
with Contracting.
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Appendix D: Survey Reminder Postcard

Dear NCMA Member,

Recently you received a survey dealing with personality type and
preferred negotiation tactics and strategies. If you have already returned it, we
want to thank you for your contribution to our research. Results will be
submitted for an article in Contract Management magazine sometime this fall.
Also, costs permitting, an executive summary will be mailed to all survey
respondents later this summer.

If you have not returned the survey, please take the time to do so now. It
is vital to our research, and to the broadening of the Contracting body of
knowledge. Again, thank you.

JOHN P. HEBERT, CAPT, USAF ALAN J. MEADE, GS-12
Researcher Researcher
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Appendix F: i i i f r

STATISTIX 4.0 FINALDAT, 08/20/92, 0:03

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q1

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
1 6 1.0 6 1.0
2 119  19.0 125  19.9
3 257  41.0 382 60.9
4 146  23.3 528  84.2
5 99  15.8 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q2
CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
1 418  66.7 418  66.7
2 209  33.3 627 100.0
TOTAL 627  100.0
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q3
CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
1 585  93.3 585  93.3
2 15 2.4 600  95.7
3 14 2.2 614  97.9
4 3 0.5 617  98.4
5 10 1.6 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q4
CUMULATIVE
VALUE  FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
1 215  34.3 215  34.3
2 10 1.6 225  35.9
3 6 1.0 231  36.8
4 357  56.9 588  93.8
5 39 6.2 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q5

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
1 91 14.5 91 14.5
2 166 26.5 257 41.0
3 141 22.5 398 63.5
4 148 23.6 546 87.1
5 81 12.9 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q6
CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 3 0.5 3 0.5
1 23 3.7 26 4.1
2 76 12.1 102 16.3
3 239 38.1 341 54.4
4 272 43.4 613 97.8
5 14 2.2 627 100.0
TOTAL 627  100.0
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q7
, CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 2 0.3 2 0.3
1 181 28.9 183 29.2
2 111 17.7 294 46.9
3 100 15.9 394 62.8
4 52 8.3 446 71.1
5 181 28.9 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q8
CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 2 0.3 2 0.3
1 29 4.6 31 4.9
2 60 9.6 91 14.5
3 135 21.5 226 36.0
4 288 45.9 514 82.0
5 113 18.0 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q9

VALUE FREQ
4
560
38
18

5

2

627

N WNDEO

TOTAL

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q10

VALUE FREQ
5

27
51
244
233
67
627

Nmewhro

TOTAL

FREQUENCY DISTRIEUTION OF Q11

VALUE FREQ
8
247
202
136
31

3

627

NibWOERO

TOTAL

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q12

VALUE FREQ
7
237
235
132
15

1

627

[N VSE SN _Ne]

TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0.6 4 0.6
89.3 564 90.0
6.1 602 96.0
2.9 620 98.9
0.8 625 99.7
0.3 627  100.0
100.0
CUMULATIVE
PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0.8 5 0.8
4.3 32 5.1
8.1 83 13.2
38.9 327 52.2
37.2 560 89.3
10.7 627  100.0
100.0
CUMULATIVE
PERCENT  FREQ PERCENT
1.3 8 1.3
39.4 255  40.7
32.2 457 72.9
21.7 593 94.6
4.9 624 99.5
0.5 627  100.0
100.0
CUMULATIVE
PERCENT  FREQ PERCENT
1.1 7 1.1
37.8 244 38.9
37.5 479  76.4
21.1 611 97.4
2.4 626 99.8
0.2 627  100.0
100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q13

VALUE FREQ
13
122
188
208
90
6
TOTAL 627

NkWN - O

PERCENT

2.
19.
30.
33.
14.

1.

100.

ocooktdbowun=

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
13 2.1
135 21.5
323 51.5
531 84.7
621 99.0
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q14

VALUE FREQ

5
65
139
282
126
10
TOTAL 627

NibwWwioP o

PERCENT

1.
100.

O PRPONB®

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

5 0.8
70 11.2
209 33.3
491 78.3
617 98.4
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q15

VALUE FREQ
6
47
207
278
78
11
TOTAL 627

NMikWNRPO

PERCENT

1.
7.
33.
44.
12.
1.
100.

OCWkWOoOUOo

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Ql6

VAL FREQ
14
333
217
55

7

1

TOTAL 627

U\lhbJNHOg

PERCENT

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
6 1.0
53 8.5
260 41.5
538 85.8
616 98.2
627 100.0
CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
14 2.2
347 55.3
564 90.0
619 98.7
626 99.8
627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q17

VALUE FREQ
13
67

111

229

160
47

TOTAL 627

NkWE o

PERCENT

7.
100.

oMU NIIF

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
13 2.1
80 12.8
191 30.5
420 67.0
580 92.5
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q18

VALUE FREQ

6
184
224
179

[NV SN N

TOTAL 627

34 .

PERCENT

1.
29.
35.
28.

5.

100.

OChUNNWO

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
6 1.0
190 30.3
414 66.0
593 94.6
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q19

VALUE FREQ
0 5
512

87

19

2

2

TOTAL 627

Nk W

PERCENT

0.
81.
13.
3.
0.
0.
100.

OWWOoOWI®

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
5 0.8
517 82.5
604 96.3
623 99.4
625 99.7
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q20

VALUE FREQ
4
481
99
36
7
TOTAL 627

W ROo

PERCENT

0.
76.
15.
5.
1.
100.

O ~JoOodO

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
4 0.6
485 77.4
584 93.1
620 98.9
627 100.0

121




FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q21

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 5 0.8 5 0.8
1 446 71.1 451 71.9
2 137 21.9 588 93.8
3 36 5.7 624 99.5
4 2 0.3 626 99.8
5 1 0.2 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0 .

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q22

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 6 1.0 6 1.0
1 90 14.4 96 15.3
2 244 38.9 340 54.2
3 254 40.5 594 94.7
4 30 4.8 624 99.5
5 3 0.5 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q23

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 12 1.9 12 1.9
1 156 24.9 168 26.8
2 232 37.0 400 63.8
3 190 30.3 590 94.1
4 35 5.6 625 99.7
5 2 0.3 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q24

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 6 1.0 6 1.0
1 154 24.6 160 25.5
2 174 27.8 334 53.3
3 204 32.5 538 85.8
4 79 12.6 617 98.4
5 10 1.6 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q25

VALUE FREQ
13
253
l64
138
56

3

TOTAL 627

NkWNEROo

PERCENT

2.
40.
26.
22.

8.

0.

100.

OMNMWONKEKF

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
13 2.1
266 42 .4
430 68.6
568 90.6
624 99.5
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q26

VALUE
20

TOTAL 627

FREQ PERCENT

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
20 3.2
398 63.5
438 69.9
461 73.5
494 78.8
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q27

VALUE FREQ
13
247
144

156

MWD FEO

TOTAL 627

PERCENT

[ 8]
>
OO WO RPE

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
13 2.1
260 41.5
404 64.4
560 89.3
617 98.4
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q28

VALUE FREQ
9
214
218
150
27

9

TOTAL 627

Mk WrFROo

PERCENT

1.4
34.1
34.8
23.9

4.3

1.4

100.0

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

9 1.4
223 35.6
441 70.3
591 94.3
618 98.6
627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q29

VALUE FREQ
7
128
184
230
69
9
TOTAL 627

N WhE o

PERCENT

1.
20.
29.
36.
11.

1.

100.

O ONIWikF

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q30

VALUE FREQ
5
163
160
229
68
2
TOTAL 627

NWNEFO

PERCENT

0.
26.
25.
36.
10.

0.

100.

QWU om

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
7 1.1
135 21.5
319 50.9
549 87.6
618 98.6
627 1060.0
CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
5 0.8
168 26.8
328 52.3
557 88.8
625 99.7
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q31

VALUE FREQ
10
251
187
150
29
TOTAL 627

B W e o

PERCENT

1.
40.
29.
23.
4.
100.

OANWOWOO

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q32

VALUE FREQ

6
339
150

U WO

TOTAL 627

PERCENT

1.
54.
23.
13.

5.

2.

100.

OWNhOURFRO

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
10 1.6
261 41.6
448 71.5
598 95.4
627 100.0
CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

6 1.0
345 55.0
495 78.9
578 92.2
611 97.4
627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q33

VALUE FREQ
11
359
116
100
35

6
TOTAL 627

NkeWwWwr o

PERCENT

1.
57.
18.
15.
5.
1

100.

oMWW

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
11 1.8
370 59.0
486 77.5
586 93.5
621 99.0
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q34

VALUE FREQ
7

492
96
29
2

1
TOTAL 627

NkWwheEo

PERCENT

1.
78.
15.

4.

0.

0.

100.

ohbhWwaAWO

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

7 1.1
499 79.6
595 94.9
624 99.5
626 99.8
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q35

VALUE FREQ

8
172
214
198
35
TOTAL 627

WO

PERCENT

1.
27.
34.
31.

5.

100.

3

4
1
6
6
0

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
8 1.3
180 28.7
394 62.8
592 94.4
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q36

VALUE FREQ
13
125
193
214
71
11
TOTAL 627

NkWwWworLo

PERCENT

2.
19.
30.
34.
11.

1.

100.

QOWEF ®WEKR

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
13 2.1
138 22.0
331 52.8
545 86.9
616 98.2
627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q37

VALUE FREQ
8

76
156
254
118
- 15
TOTAL 627

NkWNDRO

PERCENT

2.
100.

OO NWOWERE W

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

8 1.3
84 13.4
240 38.3
494 78.8
612 97.6
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q38

VALUE FREQ
0 15
1 387
2 112
3 79
4 31
5 3
TOTAL 627

PERCENT

2.
61.
17.
12.

4.

0.

100.

OUTORNWix

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
15 2.4
402 64.1
514 82.0
593 94.6
624 99.5
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q39

VALUE FREQ
5
30
96
281
204
11
TOTAL 627

Nk WO

PERCENT

0.
4.
15.
44.
32.
1.
100.

S OUooWomom

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

5 0.8

35 5.6
131 20.9
412 65.7
616 98.2
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q40

VALUE FREQ

6
140
229
203
47

2
TOTAL 627

N WwhRPR O

PERCENT

1.
22.
36.
32.
7.
0.
100.

owWwwnMkbUNwo

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

6 1.0
146 23.3
375 59.8
578 92.2
625 99.7
627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q41

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 4 0.6 4 0.6
1 231 36.8 235 37.5
2 232 37.0 467 74.5
3 144 23.0 611 97.4
4 15 2.4 626 99.8
5 1 0.2 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q42

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCE FREQ PERCENT
0 3 0.5 3 0.5
1 41 6.5 44 7.0
2 112 17.9 156 24.9
3 306 48.8 462 73.7
4 146 23.3 608 97.0
5 19 3.0 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q43

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 4 0.6 4 0.6
1 26 4.1 30 4.8
2 87 13.9 117 18.7
3 230 36.7 347 55.3
4 243 38.8 590 94.1
5 37 5.9 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q44

CUMULATIVE
VALUE FREQ PERCENT FREQ PERCENT
0 5 0.8 5 0.8
1 35 5.6 40 6.4
2 139 22.2 179 28.5
3 324 51.7 503 80.2
4 110 17.5 613 97.8
5 14 2.2 627 100.0
TOTAL 627 100.0

127




FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q45

VALUE FREQ

6
32
177
297
104
11
TOTAL 627

N WO

PERCENT

1.
5.
28.
47.
16.
1.
100.

CORNIBNFO

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

6 1.0

38 6.1
215 34.3
512 81.7
616 98.2
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q46

VALUE FREQ

7
27
83
221
232
57
TOTAL 627

NWNEFHO

PERCENT

1.
4.
13.
35.
37.
9.
100.

OPRPONNDWE

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

7 1.1
34 5.4
117 18.7
338 53.9
570 90.9
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q47

VALUE FREQ PERCENT

6
74
215
250

MWD KO

TOTAL 627

. 1.0
11.8
34.3
39.9
11.0

2.1
100.0

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
6 1.0

80 12.8
295 47.0
545 86.9
614 97.9
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q48

VALUE FREQ
0 8
1 109
2 256
3 208
4 38
5 8
TOTAL 627

PERCENT

1.
17.
40.
33.
6.
1.
100.

OWErRrNOPdW

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

8 1.3
117 18.7
373 59.5
581 92.7
619 98.7
627 100.0
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q49

VALUE FREQ
4
134
247
184
51
"
TOTAL 627

NikWEFL O

PERCENT

0.
21.
39.
29.
8.
1.
100.

OR P WO

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT

4 0.6
138 22.0
385 61.4
569 90.7
620 98.9
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q50

VALUE FREQ
11
17
66

215

251
67

TOTAL 627

NkdWhhRPRO

PERCENT

100.

oONowunaom®

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
11 1.8
28 4.5
94 15.0
309 49.3
560 - 89.3
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q51

VALUE FREQ
10
19
77

329

181
11

TOTAL 627

Nk WNEL O

PERCENT

1.
3.
12.
52.
28.
1.
100.

OOWLWUNWOOm

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
10 1.6
29 4.6
106 16.9
435 69.4
616 98.2
627 100.0

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF Q52

VALUE FREQ
15
3
9
49
306
245
TOTAL 627

NMbhbWNDFEO

PERCENT

2.
0.
1.
7.
48.
39.
100.

O 00U

CUMULATIVE
FREQ PERCENT
15 2.4
18 2.9
27 4.3
76 12.1
382 60.9
627 100.0
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Appendix I: Chi-Squared Analysis for Industry

» v M t
5] o T & T 71 N R
z
s ISFJ INFJ INTJ
0.307 0.076 0018 0.049
137 34 8 22
0.112 0.200 0.038 0.021
74 138 2 14
3 1 1 13
1" 1 2 4
EXPECTED VALUE MALE 81 20 5 13
EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 10 19 3 2
2D VALUE MALE 0.96 18.19 298 000 2203
CHI-SQUARED VALUE FEMALE 0.05 728 .64 221 20.18
IsTP ISFP INFP INTP
0.083 0.029 0.038 0.038
7 13 16 17
0.046 0.083 0.04 0.009
0 61 26 6
4 1 1 24
12 2 4 10
EXPECTED VALUE MALE 2 8 10 10
EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 4 9 4 1
CHI-SQUARED VALUE MALE 2008 5.82 7.64 1927 5279
CHI-SQUARED VALUE FEMALE 426 5.02 0.03 101.80 120.91
EsTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
0.049 0.018 0018 0.031
2 8 8 14
0.033 0.079 0.05 0.014
2 52 <l 9
2 5 2 15
9 6 1 12
EXPECTED VALUE MALE 13 5 5 8
EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 3 7 S 1
ISD VALUE MALE “us 0.0 1.1 580 7208
D VALUE FEMALE 1mn 0.22 282 9.09 103.84
EsStJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
0123 0.043 0.016 0.085
55 19 7 29
0.084 0.124 0.7 0.021
%5 82 18 14
3 2 0 7
12 3 1 2
EXPSCTED VALUE MALE 3 1" 4 17
EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 8 " 2 2
CHI-SQUARED VALUE MALE 0.18 1.73 4.4 607 18.23
I8 |CHI-SQUARED VALUE FEMALE 2% 620 0.89 0.00 9.45
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Appendix J: Chi-Squared Analysis for Government
t at i

754846 2325815
MALE FEMALE |

in t t n
A B D F H 1 1 J
1 448 4
2 659 STy ISFJ INFJ INTJ
[ 3_{MALE 0.307 0.076 0.018 0.049
4] 137 M4 8 2
5 |FEMALE 0.112 0.209 0.038 0.021
6 | 74 138 5 14
| 7 _|SURVEY MALE 37 1 0 7
_L SURVEY FEMALE 22 0 0 7
9 |EXPECTED VALUE MALE 38 9 2 6
10 {EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 12 22 4 2
11 JCHI-SQUARED VALUE MALE 0.03 753 223 0.14 993
12 |CHI-SQUARED VALUE FEMALE 8.37 22.36 4.07 10.05 44.85
13
14 ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
18 |MALE 0.083 0.029 0.036 0.038
[ 16 | a7 13 16 17
| 17 {FEMALE 0.046 0.093 0.04 0.008
18] 30 61 P 6
19 |SURVEY MALE 26 0 1 12
20 ISURVEY FEMALE 14 2 1 12
| 21 |EXPECTED VALUE MALE 10 4 4 5
| 22 |EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 5 10 4 1
23 |CHI-SQUARED VALUE MALE 23.97 3.60 2.69 1.27 4153
| 24 |CHI-SQUARED VALUE FEMALE 16.74 8.386 2.51 126.50 152.11
25
| 26 | ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
27 IMALE 0.049 0.018 0.018 0.031
[ 28 | 2 8 8 14
[29 | FEMALE 0.033 0.079 0.05 0.014
30 2 52 33 9
31 |SURVEY MALE 14 1 2 7
| 32 |[SURVEY FEMALE 8 8 3 8
33 |EXPECTED VALUE MALE 6 2 2 4
34 |EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 4 8 5 1
35 |CHI-SQUARED VALUE MALE 10.33 0.68 0.02 269 1363
36 | CHI-SQUARED VALUE FEMALE 5.66 0.71 1.03 28.22 35.62
37
38 ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
39 {MALE 0.123 0.043 0.016 0.065
(40 55 19 7 2
41 |FEMALE 0.084 0.124 0.027 0.021
42 55 82 18 14
43 ISURVEY MALE 13 1 1] 2
44 ISURVEY FEMALE 20 1 0 3
L_‘g’EXPECTED VALUE MALE 15 5 2 8
[ 46 [EXPECTED VALUE FEMALE 9 13 3 2
47 |CHI-SQUARED VALUE MALE 033 3.52 1.98 4.5 1038
48 |CHI-SQUARED VALUE FEMALE 13.49 11.34 2.89 0.25 27.98
49
30
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Appendix K: Chi-

.

\i t

tiators MBTI

Chi-Squared Analysis Comparing Government Contract Negotiators MBI11
Personality Type Frequency Distribution to Industry Contract Negotiators Using Industry
tract tiat i istributi xpect

Frequency

B ] [ 1T €17 F T 6w T ] 3
ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
0275 0.004 0.004 0.053
73 1 1 14
0.12 0.011 0.022 0.141
1" 1 2 13
7 1 0 7
2 0 0 7
34 0 0 7
13 1 2 15
[} 1 ] ] 1
7 1 2 4 14
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
0.162 0.004 0.004 0.091
43 1 24
013 0.022 0.043 0.109
12 2 4 10
26 [+] 1 12
14 2 1 12
20 ] 0 1
14 2 5 12
2 ] 1 0 3
] (1] 3 1] 3
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
0.158 0.019 0.007 0.057
42 5 2 15
0.098 0.065 0.01 0.13
9 8 1 12
14 1 2 7
8 ] 3 8
20 2 1 7
10 7 1 14
2 1 1 0 4
1 0 3 3 6
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
0.132 0.007 0.00001 0.026
B 2 0 7
013 0.033 0.011 0.022
12 3 1 2
13 1 Q 2
20 1 0 3
16 1 0 3
14 4 1 2
1 0 0 0 1
3 2 1 0 6
91086 23.3375
MALE FEMALE |
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